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As a distinct category' of systematics, liturgical theoclogy is a
-

" X e

relatively new disciﬁf&ne. Prior to thishben;ury, liturqics_focused'
primarily on rubfics.l'-When liturgicai theoleogy abandoned this principai
concern for rubrics, th% approaches to the meaning anL purpose of wqrship
and consequent analyses began to take off in various directions. Studié;
employing historical, theological, and/or pastoral approaches over the last
century and a half have contributed to unfolding liturgy'in its varied
dimensions. Further, these dimensions have a{} had at least one goal in
common: Eo help the worshipping -community activei§vparticipate in liturgy

so that its celebration becomes a vital, central factor in Christian living.,

Two decades after the promulgation of Sacrosanctum Concilium,2 wa

might ask, To what extent has the p;opQSed liturgical renewal succeeded in
revitalizing liturgy as a central aspect of Christian living? Since changes
in liturgy promulgated by Vatiecan II, raeper than an increase-in‘liturgical
participation (at least as far as physical atténdance is.Eoncerned). there
seems to be a decrease. While it is true that many factors coqtribute to

decreased church attendance, not least among them sociolegical and political

1See A. SCHMEMANN, Introduction to Liturgical Theology, 2nd ed.,
trang. A.E. Moorhouse (New York: St. Vladimir's Seminary Press, 1973), p. %
We note that this observation is equally valid for both eastern and western
liturgical traditiona.

2The,first schema promulgated by Vatican II was the Constitution
on the Sacred!Liturgy (Sacrosanctum Concilium) of December 4, 1963.

' r
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c factors, we still question whether the present form of liturgy allows God to

[

speak to the community and the community to truly speak to God. If liturgy
is to be the center of Christian life, thén it mu‘sr. speak to and of -the
lives of the worshipping community about Ged's dynamic presence.
P In this study we are concerned with liturgy as a way of celebrating
our relationship to God; we Awill speak of this as a language of faith.
Inasmuch as—l:nguage is a symbolic form whereby we communicate experience
g and meaning, liturgical language can be for us the means whereby we
communicate in celebration our fai't.h experience. Faith is a g.if't whereby
our deepest, conscious being stands in relatiémship to the Sacred; it is our
"yes-stance" to\dard God. If we lock at faith from a purely intelléctual
point of view (for example, .;.s assent to beliefs), we miss the point: faith.
involves our whole person, informj;ng the very waymwe live. As a dynamic,
( faith alway_s comes to expressiop \.in some symbolic form {(in ;:Sur case,
liturgical celebration).
When we speak of liturgy as language of faith, we suggest ‘that

liturgy is a paradign.iatic‘ (though not .the only) communication and

celebration. of faith experience. Liturgical language makes apparent,

reflects, concretizes a relationship between liturgy and everyday living.
Ultimately, to be conce;rned with liturgy as language-of- fiith is to consider——.,
the relationship of liturgy and life.
N Two clarifications are in order: what is meant by "life" and what
is meant by "liturgy.” | , \
Without entering.into its more technical ;Beanglng, "life" means

aiTp\j}r/‘the everyday, actual historical existence of human beings. Our

‘,' int.é?)\ti_on is to maintain that liturqgy is not coextensive with a particular

Jﬂv
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cultic occasion, but rather (if,itlis a true liturglcal celebration) it
= .

implies a shapiig of the activities, dreams, hopes, and expectations of

everyday Christian living. OQur reflections.raise que;tions which Mary

Collins stated succinctly as, “how do you study life?"3 The historical

method of liturgical theology which has dominated litﬁrgical research during

this century can show that themes pertinent to Christian living have always

been embedded in liturgical celebrations.4
.

A preblem is raised if we sgek éo do other than an historical
demonstration of the rélaﬁiopship of liturgy and life themes and try to
establish a relatioéship based on the structure of liturgy itself,
Historical liturgical research has contributed much to our understanding of
liturgy today. Contemporary liturgists can Capitalize on these

contributions which have "olarified the fundamental structures of Christian

worship and the lines of its structural development."5 Yet, historical

‘research cannot account for an accommodation of the traditional to

-contemporary situations nor for contemporary innovation in liturgy. But

does a method of research exist which can account for what is factually

.

taking place in contemporary liturgy and at the same time arrive at an

understanding of our perceived essential link between liturgy and life? We

propose that an hermeneutical inguiry is one method which can account for -

\ .

/ . : ,
3M. COLIYNS, "Liturgical Methodology and the Cultural Evolution of
Worship in the United States," Worship 49 (1975), 89.

iWhile a student at St. John's University, Collegeville, Minnesota,
I explored some of these themes in two unpublished graduate papers, "Toward
a Theology of Justice in the Mode of Eucharistic Liturgical Theology" (1979 )
and "Concern for Others and Eucharist in Early Christian Writings” (1980}

3M. COLLINS, "Liturgical Methodology," B86.
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the preseﬁt shape of liturgy as well as study the relationship between
1itufgy aﬁd life;.'To flesh out this proposal a bit more, we-move A; to our
second claéification, that of "liturgy."

Liturgy is first and foremost the celebrative worship of the
liturgical assembly before the Lord. This being so, '‘a popular conception of
tha adjective “celé;rative" mustT;;tF;islead us; liturgfLal action is not a
haphazard, unstructured action. Its struct%:e is a pre—-given form shaped by
the Christian tradition through which it has-evolyed; the form is fixed by a
writtéﬁ text, a term which implies much more than simply a printed page.

Shaped by tradition, the text .itself aiso gives shape to lituféical :
tradition: it molds the present historical community which, in turn, becomes

part of the shaping tradition for subsequent generations. ' Liturgical texts

are not isolated bodies of literature. They have an arche and g?telos

derived from their relationship to Christian tradition which is normativé6

for liturgical ‘action. . This relationship originates from the fact that

liturgical texts are a fixation of worshipping communities' liturgical

action. Thus, liturgical action is primary, but it gives rise through

cumulative tradition to fixed texts which, in turn, shape a present
liturgical action. The dynamism is action——writtenﬁext——action. While
written text is'normativg, it is always seen as.mediating action from the
side of-tradition to the side of present historical situation.

Now if a community gathers to celebrate Eucharist, they uée‘a

prescribed text in a sacramentary; they gather to celebrate a baptism,

’ 6See a. GANOCZY, An Introduction to Catholic Sacramental Theoclogy,
trans. W. Thomas with A. Sherman (New York: Paulist Press, 1984), p.. 159
In the early part of Chapter Five we discuss the terms "normative” and
"pregcriptive.,"
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they use a prescribed text in a ritual book with rites of baptism, and so on
for other liturgical celebrations. But to say text§ are normative is not to
say that texts are unchangeable; liturgical tradition gives‘evidence to the
contrary. It remqins significant that from earliest Christian liturgical

practice there were fixed texts, though they were numerous and not of

invariable fo:ﬁ{rfThe case in the Didache is particularly interesting,

There, in:thé example of prayers given in Chapters Nine and Ten, the -
presj._der7 is instructed to "give thanks Eggg"a except for tye implication
that prophets could speak extemporaneouély: "But allow the prophets_to give
thanks as much as they wish."? From this early time there S%Fms to be an
established relationship between written text and liturgical celebration.
Thoggh the liturgicai assembly is not a slave to a wr%tten text, the
relationship between written text and.liturgical cglebration is nonetheless

essential, '

In this light, it is quite understandable that much of current
research 1s an historical critique of liturgical texts, contesting their
present order or form and proposing changes. While this work is wvaluable,

it is not. essential for understanding the present celebration for it does

%

7We use the term "presider" throughout this work rather than

‘"priest" or ‘"celebrant.” See R.W. HOVDA, Strong, Loving and Wise:

Presiding in Liturgy, Foreword by G. Diekmann, 0.S.B. (Washington, D.C.: The
Liturgical Conference, 1977), viii, See also T. WELBERS, "What's in a
Name?" Modern Liturgy 11 (1984), 4. See also J. CHALLANCIN, "The Presider
as Community," Ibid.,, 5-7. ' .

8pid 9:1, 10:1; italics added. Our English translation is from
C.C. Richardson, ed. and trans., Early Christian Fathers, 4th paperback ed.
{New York: Macmillan Publishing Co, Inc., 1978), pp. 171-179._. _.__

9pid 10:7.
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not allow access to-what is factually taking place in a'giﬁen liturgical
agsembly. The point is to bracket the guestion of origins and development,
important though this is (without denying the liturgical text has built—in
doctrinal biases and celebrative compromises), and instead to address
quastions such as, How might the present shape of the liturgical text in its
pregent historical moment be received by the li;urgical assemély? Do the
various e}ements belong? Does the prgsent structure flow gracefully and
smoothly so that the celebration is a wh;le instead of‘disjointed parts? To
study text.as text is to begin thinking from these énd similar questions.
Quite possibly this enéuiry Qould, and probably should,‘lead to asking
historical questions, allowing for a dialogue between méthods.

We maihtain that the shape of a liturgical -text is not a’pure
acéident: thefefore, if a relationship between the text and its celebration
can ﬁe established, then it is possible to study liturgical action through
its textual fixazion. This is tantamoun£ to showing the relationship
between written text and human cultural existence. Our direction for thisg
is to recognize textual indications or traces of the tradition of liturgical
actions which gave rise to the written texé.

Certain concepts have figured predominately iﬁ our remarks thus

' .
far: liturgy, language of faith, life, historical researcﬁ, hefmeneutical
inquiry, liturgical celebration, liﬁurgical text, We are now in a position
to delineate the purpose and task of this study. ‘

The purpose of our study is ;o'present a methodology that (1) seekg
to understand the liturgical celebration by way of its textual form and (2)

proposes that a study of liturgy by way of its textual form gives not only

an explanation of the text as its sense of meaning but it also gives an
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understanding of Christian existence which-the text seeks to celebrate as
its référence of meaning. With respect to liturgy, two aims are operative
in this purpose: (1) to show an essential relatibnship between liturgical
ﬁext and liturgicai celebration and (2) to make apparent the relationship of

liturgy and life,

Oﬁr task is to apply to a select liturgical text-a methodology
first advanced b; the hermeneutics of French philosopher Paul Ricoeur.1?
Ricoeur’s hermeneutics is known 'as a textual or 'metéodical hermeneutics
whereby he isiable to address the question of text and the relgtion of
written texts to human cultural existence. Ricceur's textual hermeneutics
suggests a framgwork in which a written text, in our case a liturgical text,
can be studied analytically without felinquishing “Gnde;standing" which
Ricoeur sees as a mode of human existence, Thus his hermeneutic allows the
placing of a textual analytic within a framework of an hermeneutics of
understanding. . ' £

Ricoeur places the analysis of a written text in a dialectical

relationship with understanding; in so doing, his method of textual

hermeneutics siturates the explanation of a text within the lif§ experiences

10Paul Ricoeur was born in Valence, PFrance, in 1913, Introduced to
existentialism while a graduate student at the Sorbonne in the late 1930s,
he was particularly influenced by Gabriel Marcel. However, Ricoeur sought a
more rigorous methodolegy, and found that in the phenomenological writings
of Edmund Husserl, which' he read while a German prisoner during World
War II. Ricoeur assumed a chair in the history of philcsophy at the
University of Strasbourg in 1948 from where he began writing his philosophy
of the will. 1In 1957 he was appointed to a chair in general philosophy at
the Sorbonne during a time when psychoanalysis and structuralism had come to
challenge the Parisian intellectual milieuw, In the second half of the 1960s
and during the 1970s Ricoeur held positions at Nanterre and the University
of Louvain, and then he returned to Nanterre in combination with a part time
professorship at the University of Chicago. Ricoeur has been a prolific
writer, wifh more than a dozen books and several hundred essays. Presently,
Riceeur ves and writes in Paris.



=

Introduction” . xvi

.

'

of the author(s) who gave rise to it and also within the completion of
:!E hermeneutic enterprise in the engagement of the text and reader. For
our purposes, Ricoeur's method allows for a thedretical interpretation of a

liturgical. text without severing this from the appropriation that takes

-
»

place at its celebration,

Ricoeur has rarely undertaken an expliéit "explanatory" approach to
a ?;xt. He has indicated its useénlness: he has indicated which explanatory
modes might be appropriate. But Ricoeur is neither a structuralist nor a
semiotician, Hié hermeneutical framewnrk, however, indicates how such an
approach might be incnrporated in an hermeneutics of understanding; for him,
such a complement to' understanding is essential. Traditionally,
understanding and expianation were held to be incompatibler understanding is
an operation that properly belongs.to the human sciences, while explanation
is an operation that properly belqngs to the physical sciences. By setting
understanding and explanation in dialectical relationship, Ricoeur makes
both work for him. In this he utilizes a sciemtifin approach to the
linguistics of a text which emulates the rigorous methods‘of the physical
gciences without sacrificing the links to human cultural existence to which

the understanding of the human sciences attests.

The dialectical relationship of explanation-understanding places

. certain limitations on our understanding of a liturgical text, limits

governed by what the linguistics of the liturgical text can deliver; that
is, our understandipg is limited by our choice of expyéna;ory mode. The
explanatory approach we chose for our study is a conflation of Ricoeur's

semantics of action with the theory of communication of linguist Raman
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Jakobson.ll We chose this approach because it incorporates two important

aspects of liturgy: action and communication. Ricoeur himself fraquently
has focused on these two aspects. He assumes the work of linguistic

analysis, especially drawing on A. Kenny's.Action, Emotion and Will to show

cne way action Qay be inscribed in a text which he outlines in Sémantigge
de l'action. Ricoeu; also takes into account communication aspects of a
text, and in this he draws on the theory of Jakobson,

From the outset it must be clear-that the analytic only considers
these two aspects of‘iituféicél lahguage: other aspects, for example
intentionality or generativity, have not been included. For this reason,
our proposed method cannot offer a full understanding of liturgy as language

of faith., Because of this limitation, our ungérstanding of a liturgical

text can only be at the lewvel of the semantics of action and communication

factors evident in the text's structure. We cpntend, however, that

Ricoeur's method of textual hermeneutics doces hold promise as a viable
methodology for the interpretation of liturgical texts with its own unigque
contribution to make. Since it permits a wide range of possible analytical
approaches, our hermeneuﬁical ﬁethodology can encompass differing aspects of
liturgy, depending on the choic; of analytie,

We hypothesize that the relationship of liturgy and life can be

iy .
opened to investigation in terms of Ricoeur's method of textual

11Born in Russia in 1896, Roman Jakobson became a member of the

Russian formalist school; between the two World Wars he taught in
Czechoslovakia and became a leading member of the Prague circle of
linguists. In 1942-1946 he taught in New York where he came in contact with
Lévi-Strauss. Since 1950 he has taught at Harvard where he is professor
emeritus of Slavic languages and literature and of general linguistics: he
is also Institute Professor Emeritus at Massachusettes Institute of
Technology.
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hermensutics, Wq\find Ricoeur's method promising for two reasons: (1) he
propoées a framework for an hermeneutics of human existence; and (2) he
incorporates within that hermeneutics room for explanatory appfoaches. This
stud& ia not a work on Ricogur nor is it concerned with the whole of his
philosophyr we are simply using his method as a starting point for our own
study which is first and foremost a work in liﬁurgical theology.
Ch;pter_pne situates our methodology question by showing that
flanguage" and ;text“ are not new problematics for liturgical theology.
There has always been an attentiveness to language and text with respect to

liturgy, but not without significant shifts over the decades in how language

- and text have been understood. Chapter One explores these shifts and their

congequences for the study of liturgy, thus situating the present study
within a tradition of gensitivity to liturgical language and text that épené
. £ .
up.;he space for the methodolegical contribution of our study.
Chapters Two and Three lay out, respectively, Ricoeur's
hermeneutical theory and methodology. Addressing the question of the
reéovery of meaning, Chapter Two shows why text is ﬁhe privileged locus for

hermeneutics. The key here is that text provides a "distance" from our

"participation” in human cultural existence through experience and our

"appropriation® of the meaning of that existence as mediated by a text.

These three moments (participation, distanciation, and appropriation) are

the backbone of Ricoeur's method of textual hermeneutics, which we lay out

in Chapter Three. Both of these chapters clofge with broad indications of
how Ricoeur's approach is applicable td'liturgical studies. We synthesize a

number of Ricoeur's texts while -fetaining his technical language. However

desirable in itself, an attempt to evaluate or (what amounts to the same

!
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thing) garaphrase that language belongs oﬁtside the scope of this study.
Rathe;, in these two chaptérs wa let Ricoeur's langquage speak for itself and
thereby allow acceas to the_béaééth qf his hermeneutical theory.

Chapter Four outlines a theoretical analytic12 that shows how
Ricoeur's method of textual hermeneutics functions as a framework in the
analysis of text. As we indicated éﬁove, several analytical approaches can
serve to énalyze a text. O;f choice of the conflation of Ricoeur's
semantics of action and Jakobson's communicatioﬁ theory is guided by the
fact that we are sensitive'to two key aspects of liturgy: its structure of
action and communication.

Chapter Five, a bractical_analytic,13 applies the theoretical
analytic of Chapter Four to a select liturgical text for the express purpose
of interpreting its meaning within our_specific parameters, The select text

is the Eucharistic text with Eucharistic Prayer II.14 We take "Eucharistic

text” to be the whole Eucharistic rite as it appeargs in the Sacramentary;

that is, the "ordinary" of the Mass, which includes both the instructional
text and tﬁe prayer text., Both kinds of te;t are included in the analysis
for two reasons: (1) obviously, because both are part of the written text;
but more importantly, (2} because the instruétional text, in its indication
of the manner of celebration, offers important clues to the textual traces

of the action embedded in the text. Our select text could have included any

By "theoretical™ I mean an analytic that can be applied to any
number of texts; that is, it is not directed to and appropriate for only one
particular text.

12

138y #"practical” I mean an analytic actually applied to a select

4
14 : | (
We thereforé limit our practical analytic to a text reflecting
wegtern Roman Catholic liturgical tradition.

text.
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one of the numerous Eucharistic prayers included in tﬁe approved rite; we
select Eucharistic Prayer II because it is based on the thifd-century
Anaphora of Hippolytus which is the earliest surviving example of a
Eucharistic prayer, because i1t is short, and because it has'all the
characteristics of a classical Eucharistic prayer.

ST Capitalizing on the data of Chapter Five, Chaptq; Six broadens the
inte?pretation bayond the linguistic analytic comprising the moment of
explanation to an understanding which elucidates a text's reference to
human cultural existence. Herein lies the most significant consequence of
applying Ricoeur's method of textual hermeneutics to liturgical texts:
through an explanation of a liturgical text we are in touch with-thential
ways the text'may be received by the liturgical assembly. 1In this ié\shéwn
the link betwean a liturgical text and actual historical existence.

The Bibliography is of cited works and is arranged alphabetically
by author surname without any divisions so as to enable the reader to
quickly recover the full reference of any citation. The Appendix contains
an annctated copy of the select liturgical text; underscored words and
margin notés designate Key applications of the.methodology. It is essential
that the reader refer to the Appendix while reading Chapters Five and Six;
we assume at least a basic familiarity with tHe select Eucharigtic texﬁ on
the part of the reader. 4

In drawing this Introduction to a close, we note that it ig
imposgible to exhaust the ﬁ;;ning of liturgy; the nature of fiturgy as
mystefy militates against such ajrendeavor. It is enough to hope that our
study contributes in some small &ay to the ongoing unfolding of this‘éreat

mystery we call Christian liturgy. '



CHAPTER ONE

LANGUAGE, TEXT, AND METHODOLOGY

Prom its inception in France in the second half of the last centuryl‘

to the present, the liturgical movement has grappled Wwith liturgical renewal

from a variety of perspectiﬁés.2 No movement is without its many facets

and ramifications,3

comprehensive appreciation of the accomplishments of the liturgical movement
would not only have 'to consider the theological and ceremonial aspects of
liturgy with their pastoral aﬁd soci;l p?axis, but would also have to
consi@er these in terms of the various Christian denominations;— Our intent
in this chapter is a more modest one. We ;ish to show how the renewal
initiated by the liturgical mbvement encompasses issues bearing directiy on
cur own interest in language and text., By uncovering the liturgical issuas

involved in the notions of language and- text, wp are led to a methodology

question: What methodology (if any) is adequate to address the many and

-

1See 0. ROUSSEAU, Histoire du mouvement liturgique: esguisse

and the liturgical movement is no exception to this. A

historique depuis le début du xix" siecle jusqu'au pontificat de Pie X

{Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1945), p. 1; also, W. BUSCH, "Travel Notes on the

‘Liturgical Movement," Orate Fratres 1 (1926-1927), 51.

2For a critique and expanded comments on the strengths and

weaknesses of the early liturgical movement, see L. SHEPPARD {ed.),
The People Worship: A History of the Liturgical Movement (New York: Hawthorn

‘Books, Inc., 1967), pp. 20, 23-25; also, L. BOUYER, La vie de la liturgie:

une critique constructive du mouvement liturgique (Paris: Editions du Cerf,
1956). | :

3See M.H, SHEPHERD, The Reform of Liturgical Worship: Perspectives

-and Progpects (New York: Oxford University Press, 1961), p. 3.

¢
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' ' . :
complex questidns involved in language and text? We wager that sensitivity

to liturgical language and texf demands a variety of methodologies to plumb
the variety of questiﬁns. We want to show how our pres?nt study proppses
one particular methodology &n order to get at S-particular set of quest\ons.

In this chapter we speak to the major terms of reference for our
study. Our remarks necessarily only_point us in certain directions,. as the
later chapters address more extensively the coﬁcerns we(raise here. Our
purpose in this chapter is threefold, First, we wish to uncover with
respect to liturgy some of the questions and issues that arise from a
contemporary focaé on linguistics. Second, we wish to sﬁow_that at least
the seeés of linguistic concerns have been addressed in liturgical studies,
though often these seeds qrew moré thorns than roses., Our own critique of
these efforts leads to our ﬁhi;d_intent which is to suggest methodological
implications when we delve deeper into the question of language with respect
to liturgy.

*

To ‘these ends, we divide Chapter One into four parts. The first
part deals with issues at the basis of prayer and liturgical language use
and how those issues point to a broader context implicating the worshipping
community. The second part of the chapter loocks specifically at theﬂnotion
of text, cphsidering what liturgical scholars have beéh‘doing with
liturgical texts and examining recent post—Va;;can IT documents and their
contrihutions topr initial guery into the ﬁotion of liturgical text.4

Thirdly, this chapter addressés the question of methodology, showing how the

usual methodologies employed by liturgists address certain questions related

4‘l‘he notion of text is taken up extensively in Chapter Two, belew.
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to liturgical language and text, while other questions seem to demand
diffarent methodologies. Finally, a summary section draws the chapter

towa ‘2a clear focus on the scope of this present study.

A. Language

whatever else liturgy is, part of it is certainly words or language.
For a long time, the words of the text could be ignored. This was
especigkaiitrue when liturgical language was Latin as a language of unity.
With only a few versed in the language, liturgy conveyed meaning through the
nonverbal aura of a sense of the Sacred which its mysteries could engender
rather than through the words themselves. The words in themselves® were
unimportant for the general populace. -

When permission was granted for liturgy to be celebrated in the
vernacular, initial efforts weré directed to the problems of translation.
Oqu in the aftermath of this reform could the deeper questions of words in
particular and language in general emerge as vital issues. The timeliness
of research in the area of language and text also reflects contemporary
concerns: just consider the proliferation of new vocabulary in modern

times. The age of the compuéer has ushered in a whele new langu hich,

to uni&ftiates, is tantamount to a foreign tongue. Other examples abound in

-~

other specialized fields. As society develobsr~

guage naturally changes

and develops As such, language may be a bar 4'_ﬂof what is happening in

society. If worshlp tenaciously retains language that reflects a past

5See D.B. STEVICK, Language in Worship: Reflections on a Crisis (New
York: Seabury Press, 1970), p. 3.
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c society, then someone is bound to challenge whether worship is related 'to >

life as it is being presently lived. On the other hand, if worship becomes

-

gimply a wholesale take-over of present-day“fanggage, then "someone is
cartain to ask, 'If we are to worship, is this the way it should sound?*®

The language of worship has a double-cutting edge: it-is a language that

speaks of the Sacred, but within the idiomatic genigs of peoples. The

'1i:urgical articuiation of experience implicated in this is more than

pastoral issues to be addressed; rathek, thé articulation forms the very

Qubntance out‘of-wh}ch }arger questions df the nature and structure of
, -

. . ‘ -
liturgy can be brouglt into focus. These larger questions in oJ?'study

emerge from a linguistic perspective.

. 1. Linguistic Issues
€ .
We begin by asking two questions which enable us to -expose deeper

-

issues involved in prayer and liturgical language: " How is language used in

s

prayer? Hog is language used in liturgy? The salient points at the end of

these sections list and critique issues that are particularly important for
- our methodological concé;;. Here we beéiﬁ to show how the linguistic issue

doaes not go far enouéh in addressing the current liturgical malaise. A

fuller dimension of the meaﬁing of language can only be azddressed within a

wholistic context of meaning in use. We are interested, -then, in composites

of language which begr a particularjstructure. We.will see later in this

\

study how these composites of languagé (which we call "text™ as generated by

ganra) contribute significantly to a richness of meaning.

- )

é1pid.
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@ a. How is Langquage Used in Prayer? At-issue in this question is
X .

| mm——t — ——

the nature of religious experience and how that is expressed in religious
language. This presupposes a resonance between the language used to express
our religious experience and out basic understanding of and faith
relationship to God.

Two types of artipulation are possible for expressing religious
experience. One, whicﬂ may be termed "second-order reflection,” is
theological; it "derives from fefléction, from discursive statement of
meaning."7 Though prayer and liturgy %ay have an instructive, Aidactic

- element about it that liturgical scholarship ought ‘not ignore,shthis is
. .

another question which cannot be addressed here without going too far

. —‘afield. Sufs: e it to recognize that while £his is a proper, necessary, and

fru;tful epdeavor, it is not necessary.for prayer eneounter and can

-

sometimes. even preclude it, For example, in a liturgy where explanations

&

and commentaries so abound that liturgy is really-a catechism lesson, we
sense its disintegration as community prayer. Here language would
articulate a reflection on who God is rather than an expression of an

experience of God or an openness to encounter, Reflection may be an

antecedent or conseguence of prayer, but it is not prayer. Liturgists have

TD.B. STEVICK, "Language of Prayer," Worship 52 (1978), 557.

8See Sacrosanctum Concilium, Document #1 in Documents on the Liturgy
Yk 1963-1979: Conciliar, Papal, and Curial Texts (Collegeville: The Liturgical
Press, 1983), #33, 34, 35; hereafter cited as "S.C."

v

Sl
s
At

-
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9 yet, at least in

long accepted the principle lex orandi, lex credendi;

10

Roman Catholic circles, the lex orandi has priority over the lex credendi,
A Y
which suggests that another type of articulation ought perhaps be

operatively prior.

A second type of articulation of religious experience is "the

' language of prayer, doxolegy, worship [which] is first-order discourse

r

[reflection], It is formed in encounter, confrontation, recognition, and it

~

is full of the awed sense of the other: the 'youJ"ll Religious language

12 it .addresses itself to the God who

as expressed in prayer is vocative;
"discloses” Godselflto both individual and comﬁunity. Prayef language has
within itself the power to articulate our (community's) experience of who
God is, where we "should catch the moment of recognition, illumination,
insight--what Qomgpne called tEEg_EEaL factor.'!3 The nature of prayer
allows for'the expression of what {(who) is really the inexpressibie.

"Expression" here must be understood in terms of the symbols which capture

the recognition and the acknowledgement of a religious experience rather

v

than in terms of cognitions which seek to understand it. This presence of

9See, for example, G. WAINWRIGHT, Doxoldgy: The Praise of God in
Worship, Doctrine and Life (New York: Oxford University Press, 1980), pp.
218-283, The usual way of putting this phrase {lex orandi, lex credendi) is
really a shorthand version of legem credendi statuat lex supplicandi, the
law of worship establishes the law of belief. R. Taft points out that the
maxim was often turned around so that the theolegy determined the prayer.
See R, TAFT, "The Structural Analysis of'Liturgical Units: An Essay in
Methodology, ™ Worship 53h(1978), 316 and especially Note 5.

10

See G. WAINWRIGHT, Doxology, p. 251.

1]'D.El..S‘I‘EVICK, “"Language of Prayer," 557.

1250e 1bid., 545.

13tpid., ss8.
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God is the sine gua non of religious language which is cohveyed principally

in symbols.l4 Let us look more closely at how the notion of symbol is used

_in this context. ' ’ : , .

- The presence of God in encounter can only be disclYosed by prayer

that is truly expressive of our experience of God. This is not to.imply

that prayer is simply a matter of finding the right words to say the right

thiﬁg. On the contrary, a true‘encqﬁnter with God may well leave us
"gpeechless,” It is prec;éely here that religious language can best be
expressed through symbol, which by its very ﬁature functions on different
levels, What may very well seem like an inadequate articulation of a
religious experience, may in fact still capture the reality of the
experience. Christian prayer forms have a tradition of symbolic expression
bprecisely because what we asé attempting to express cénqot be total nor
adequqte. ,
Symbol is "the code that makes it possible ... for sender and
receiver to understand eéch other and to speak a .common idiom."l5 Further,

this ~ode "not only formally but as well in substance ... can be defined as

.
communication, as events of saving exchange between God and the faithful.16

A symbol does not act like didactic or propositional speech, where the

14See Ibid., ‘546. Though paramount, the liturgy is not the only
occasgion for the disclosure of God's presence; the Council Fathers also
underscored the importance of paraliturgical prayer, devotions,
sacramentals, and private prayer. See S.C, #12, 13, 35, 60.

lsA.GANOCZY,An Introduction to Catholic Sacramental Theology,
trans. W. Thomas and A. Sherman (New York: Paulist Press, 19q4), p. 178,

161bid;, p. 174,
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denotation is clear and explicit. Rather, a gymbol suggests and evokes a

reality that is present yet hiddgn.17 Further,

working on the imagination, emotions, and will,,K and through them
vpon the intelligence, the symbol changes the point of view, the
perspectives, the outlook of the addressee. They grasp what is
meant by sharing in the world indicated by the symbol. Symbolic
knowledge is in the first instance participatory and implicit; only:
through a subsequent process of reflection does it become, in some
measure, objective and explicit. ... To accept a symbol is to take
the risk that in following out the line of action and consideration
suggested by the symbol one will achieve a richer and more
authentic penetration of the real.

The priméry import of a symbol is an immediate encounter with it which
allows the symbol-seeker to share in the experience which gave rise to‘it:
Without denying the value of the possibility of a second-order reflection
directed to cognitive behavior, or that the language of prayer calls for
interpretation and understanding, the real aim of a symbol is a first-order
encounter which is then directed to emotive behavior.

Prayer mediates an apprehensicdn of reality.19

On the one hand,
prayer is personal. In this, the symbols of prayer may be personal symbols.
On the other hand, when that prayer is community prayer the experience that

is mediated is a common vision of God and life which arises from the

religious tradition of the community. Here, the language of préyer is both

¥

175ee A.R. DULLES, A Church to Believe In: Discipleshib and the
Dynamics of Freedom (New York: Crossroads,- 1982), pp. §#6-47. See D, POWER,

Unsearchable Riches: The Symbolic Nature of the Liturgy (New York: Pueblo

Publishing Company, 1984), p. 65 for a brief discussion of what happens when
one attempts to "tie down the meaning" in liturgical symbols. :See also p.
67. Also, see P, TILLICH, "The Religious Symbol,"” in F.W. DILLISTONE, ed.,
Myth and Symbol (London: S.P.C.K., 1966), p. 15. '

laA.R. DULLES, A Church to Believe In, p. 47. See also D, POWER,
"Theological Trends: Symbolism in Worship IV," The Way 15 (1975), 138-139,

i9

See D.B. STEVICK, Language in Worship, '‘p. 54.
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corporate and historical, shared by a community. This leads to the seceji

-

question, How is language used in liturgy?

b. How is Language Used in Liturgy? When considering the language
of prayer, certain key factors emerge: faith, symbol, experience, Thesa

have their parallels within the context of language in- liturgy that shapes

sthe very identity of the worshipping community..

-

are rooted in the corporateness of the worshipping assembly.20 Liturdlcal
language 1is plural:21 Let us pray; we offery we give thanks. This

plurality in language indicates that the worshipping community is a
’ ' \

22

concretization and extension of the faith experience captured by language,

Without..denying‘ the -formative factor, liturgical language presupposes a
faith to which it witnesses.23 | P
L
The Christian experiencé which the worshipping community shares is
‘an historical vision. It is based on past historical events which are at
once “singular as eventg, but in liturgy the re also repeatable.24 Céntral

to these historical‘%upnts is the lifef death, and resurrection of Jesus

which is memorialized in the liturgical célebration:

b

20g0e s.c. #10, 14, 21, 27, 42, 106, 112.

~ 2lgee D.B. STEVICK, Language in Worship, p. 165. G. ELLARD in
Men at Work at Worship: America Joins the Liturgical Movement, Preface by
Mogt Rev. J.G. Murray (New York: Longmans, Green, 1940), pp. 123-126 also
makes the point that the Mass text is based on corporate consciousness.

2250 A.R. DULLES, A Church to Believe In, p. 44.

23g0e s.C. #9, 59.

24

A.R. DULLES, A Church to Believe In, p. 45.
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. By a tradition handed down from the apostles which took its origin
from the very day of Christ's resurrection, the Church celebrates
the pascha.&pystery every eighth day ... so that ... they may call
to mind the §a551on, the resurrection, an# the glorification of the
Lord Jesus,? ' ’

While the originary experience of liturgy is of the salvific events being

celebrated, the specific modality of the expression of those events is the

liturgical symbol.26 Hence, the laéuna between originary event which is
memorialized and the faith-assent by the worshipping community can be filled
by symbol., How is this envisioned? °

D.B. Stevick makes two suggestions that operate primarily on the
aﬁfective level:

Is this not what we are looking for in liturgy: speech that is
alive because in its very rhetorical patterns the community of
faith can recognize the marks of flawed human life touched by
divine grace? ‘

ees My guess would be that the real 1ift and joy in worship, when
it has been there, has come more from what was sung by the
congregation than what was said by the celebrant.

The Suggestion here is that liturgical language is first-order dlscourse
"

which w1tnesses to languagQ\? ability to express the nonverbal through a
certain kind of verbal expression., Liturgical language, “then, doea not have
as its purpose "to explain or hold discourse about what is happening, but to

carry the participants along and absorb them in the mysteryﬂza

255.¢. #106; gsee also #2, 5, 6, 16, 107, 108.

26See S.C. # 7, 21, 23. At this point, "liturgical symbol" is vet
an ambiguous expression. The notion of symbol in liturgical writings
usually points to water, oil,/ bread, wine, etc. While these are, indeed,
symbols, we seek a broader, linguistic connotation. :

27D.B. STEVICK, "Language in Prayer,” 557 and 559, resgpectively,

280. POWER, "Theoloéical Trends., Symbolism in Worship: A Survey,
I," The Way 13 (1973), 310.
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There is a danger that either the liturgical language or the faith
experience it expresses will be over-emphasized. If there is emphasis on

the verbal at the expense of the nonverbal, then the mystery being expressed

comes under suspicion.29 If, on the other hand, there is preference for the

nonverbal, then a doubt about language ensues and language can no longer be

exprasdive of mystery.30 What is called for is a dynamic relationship

between language and experience, between verbal and nonverbal331 then

language can be expressive of mystery and mystery can be exposed in

language.32

As indicated above, a symbol operates on two levels: both
encounter and reflection, Liturgical language calls for not only an

encounter with the mystery being celebrated, but also for a reflection born

F
of a thematic awareness of liturgy that leads to greater self-understanding,

rooted in the community experiedceE
: 7
To gain access to Jesus as the Christ, we must accept both facts
and interpretation, and neither of these ¢an be grasped apart from
the testimony of the Christian czfmunity and its acknowledged

.29Cf.D. POWER, Unsearchable Riches, p. 76: "Where word has first

‘place in the expression of the holy,” the nonverbal comes under suspicion.”

_ I
3OSée Ibid. See also C. VAGGAGINI, Theological Dimensions of the

Liturgy: A General Treatise On the Theology of the Liturgy, trans. L.J.
Doyle and W.A. Jurgens, 4th ed. (Collegeville: The Liturgical Press, 19786),
D. 49. '

3lgee A. GANOCZY, An Introduction to Catholic Sacramental Tﬁeology,
p. 158: "It is necessary to strive for a reciprocity and a balance between
the two"; italics his,

32For a concige historical discussion of language as symbol in the
context of -a religious experience, see F.W. DILLISTONE,
Traditional Symbols and the Contemporary World (London: Epworth Press,

1973), Chapter 9: "Symbolic Forms of Language," pp. 143-16l.
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leaders. To make an act of Christian faith, therefore, is to
submit (not blindly but with open eyes) to the testimony of the
Church ... 33

By implication, liturgical language is not only communicafﬁon, but it is

even more so a language which expresses as symbolic mediation that {

experience linking the community to the Sacred.

c. Salient Points. If language were simply denotative and only
gsacond-level discourse, thentinterpretation of l;turgical texts would be
fairly strai@ht forward, 1its methodology emulating.any gcientific,
analytical approach. However, our previous remarks'indicaée that this is
anything‘but the case. | _ . .

Several kéy points stand out. First, prayer lamguaée'is
eésentially Lirst-level d%scourse; it is disclosure and, as such, the
language can never totally express the experience which gives rise to it..
Language in use is a rich, meaning-laden symbolic mediation of an experience
and its copmunication. This approach to symbol“has the distinct advantage
of recognizing that symbols'carry a freight of meaning that, really, is
inexhaustiblé. But a wofd of caution is in order. It_would be easy to
identify'symbol as an independent entity (be it word or object) and by so
doing lose the fundamental diffié:ity of the relationship between language
and experience, If we posit that language is a derived form, and we do,
then the "saying" is intrinsically related to the "said." In gﬁis approach
"symbolic mediation” carries more freight than layers of meaning, even

though this is not a moot point. We wish to say more about a symbol: the

[+ 4

33p.R DULLES, A Church to Believe In, p. 45.




i 'n
\.]05',

‘Language, Text, and Methodology _ _ 13

layers of meaning uncovered enable a deeper penetration into experience

itself.

The second key point: we use "symbolic" here in a wide, whalistic

-

sense, We are not concerned with symbol as individual words or objeéts, but
with éymbol in terms of iarger linguistic units that cooperate in a single
communicaﬁion_procéss.‘ We do not search for the experience which gave rise
to a symbol'within specifics, but within a larger contgx;-of a whole
communication DrocCessS. |

A third key point is that the originary event of liturgical
language is none other than the Christ event. The experience that éives
rise to liturgical language is the life, deéth, resurrection, and promisad
coming of the Lord as it is memorialized. As expression of that Christ
event, liturgical language renders it symbolicaliy present to the Christian
community, Liturgiéal language, then, is the articulation of the link

hetween the present historical community and the originary event they
celebrate,

These points— have impor?aﬁt ramifications for a mgthodologicql
approach interpreting liturgiaal language., & methoa must know its limits,
and hot'claim to deliver mofe than it can within its given parameters. A
method must respect the deeper layers of meaning which liturgical language
embodies. The method of interpretation must be able to take into account
the originary experience which ;he_laﬁguage discloses bﬁt cannot capture
completely.b A method of interpreting lit;rgical language would seek to
uncover the richness of experience articulated b; that language. Such a

method of interpreting liturgical language would ultimately reveal the

community issues raised by this approach, to which we now turn,
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2, Community Issues .

We do not have to look very far to discover certain issuag)

implicating the worshipping community. With respect to liturgical language,

some of these issues hit at the very heart of problems_that have been with

.us for a long time: Wﬁose domain ig liturgy? What kind of experience gives

rise_to liturgical language? Thege questions are addressed in the next two

. paragraphs, Active Participétion and.Faith, and are once again f0110wed'by a

reflection on methodology fleshed out by salient points.

a. Active Participation. Supposedly gone are the aays when the

where liturgy was the private domain of the clergy and thé lay "attended" by
praying their own‘private devotions. With a renewal in liturgy came a frdsh
look at the community's involvement in the liturgiéal celebration.

Pagtoral-minded leaders of the liturgical movement based much of their work

.

on their degire to foster more active participation in liturgical

34

celebrations by the laity, One way lay participation was concretized was

1

Questlons thurglques et Paroigsiales has thirty-six articles or
notes addressing participation in the volumes from 1827 to 1958,
Bulletin Paroissial Liturgique (Volume 1, 1919) first addresses liturgical

lanquage in 1927 'in an article expounding the Church's attitude favoring
greater, more interior, and community participation. Articles on liturgical
language and participation appear fairly regularly in this latter
periodical, ?
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. * -
to focus on prbmoting the Dialogue‘Mass,35 though at this t;ﬁa "Dialogue
Mass" was understood simply te mean the people's joining their fésponses to

those of the server in Latin,3® The intent, by making texts lavailable to
v ek -

‘people and encouraging them to follow the presider's words and actions, was

to draw the community into the liturgical celebration itself as active

participanﬁs in the mysterieé being celebrated. No doubt, these aarly

efforts made great st{éﬁes not only“infhelping tﬁe community understand
liturgy bBetter, bhut éven more dramatically in showing that a positive
response by theAcommunity feeds their.liffqe.37

Solving one problem ofteﬁ leads to another, ‘and the encouragement
of lay participation opened a can of vernacular worms., Until this century,
vernacular translations of liturgical texts were not available to people.

Liturgical reformers took another step forward when they profosed

‘ _ .
35Though the first experiments with dialogue Mass were in Belgium
(see M,H. SHEPHERD, Jr., ed., The Liturgical Renewal of the Church:
Addresses by Theodore Otto Wedel [and Others] [New York: Oxford University
Press, 1960), p. 31) the dialogue Mass became a major issue in the
liturgical movement in the United States. No periodical has devoted so much
attenticn to the dialogue Mass and related issues as has QOrate Fratres
(Worship)., In the first thirty volumes (1926-1956) no fewer than seventy-
three articles or notes are directed toward promoting the dialogue Mass.
Even more significght, 156 articles or notes are concerned with various
aspects of liturgical language, including such diverse topics as
translation, style, and catechetical and migsionary effectiveness. By and

"large, though, the discussion focused on the question of vernacular in the

liturgy. See G. ELLARD, Men at Work at Worship, especially p. 131 and
Chapter 14, pp. 237-254. '

36This precipitates such articles as those concerned withjcorrect
pronunciation of the Latin. See, for example, Revue Liturgique et

Bénédictine, .Volume 2 (1911-1912) and Volume 4 (1913-1914).-

3‘7See G. ELLARD, Men at Work at Worship, p. 125 for people's
positive reactions to greater participation in liturgy.
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@ ' translations and explanations of the liturgical texts.3® Thus, in both the

early and later phased of the liturgical movement, the—focus on active

participation revolved largely around the quéstion of the vernacular.’? If

~

the community was to be’ encouraged"t'ioward.active participation in the
liturgical celebration, certainly it would be helpful if* they could use
their own lémguage. Tho&ghl the principle seems sound enough to our
;:ontemporary ears, in the-earlier phases of the liturgical movement it met

with serious opposition. Pius X, in his November 22, 1903, instruction on

sacred music, Inter Plurimus Pastoralis, asserted that Latin is the language

'ef the Church and categérically forbade anything in the vernacular to be

385ee L. BOUYER, La vie de la Iiturgie, pp. 71, 83, 87. It is well
to'note that these developments were the concern of the liturgical movement
) " of the twentieth century. Dom Prosper Guéranger, the father of the modern
cl Liturgical Movement (see O, ROUSSEAU, Histoire du mouvement }iturgiqué, Pe
1) was "only moderately interested in making the Liturgy available in the
vernacular" (M,H, SHEPHERD, Jr., The Liturgical Renewal of the Church, p.
25) and was reluctant to translate liturgical texts (see O. ROUSSEAU,
Histoire du mouvement liturgique, pp. 37f)e __Primarily an ecclesiastic and
.higtorian (see D. TUCKER, ."The Council of Trent, Guéranger and Pius X,"
" Orate Fratres X (1935-1936), 541-542), Dom Prosper saw liturgy as the
- principal instrument of Church tradition (see O. ROUSSEAU,
Histoire du mouvement liturgique, pp. 25-26), and advocated a return to the °
theology and spirit of the Middle Ages. It is no wonder, then, that one
does not find in Dom Prosper's agenda any great sympathy for the vernacular.

39This is more or less reflected in the periodical literature up to

the first half of this century. Revista Liturgica (Volume 1, 1914) only has

one reference to the vernacular, an article on translating the Roman

Bréviary in Volume 19, 1932; likewise, Jahrbuch f@r Liturgiewissenschaft

(Volume 1, 1921) has one article, ap‘pearing in Volume 10, 1930.

Questions Liturgiques et Paroisiales (Volume 1, 1910) has five articles

dealing with the vernacular (in 1928, 1933, 1946, 1950, 1958). The earliest

. mention of the yernacular in Ephemerides Liturgical (Velume 1, 1887) appears

in 1894, with a half dozen articles in all., However, the vernacular here is

discussed in relation to Benediction, solemn exposition, hymns, Baptism; no

article addresses the question of vernacular and the Eucharistic text. An

interesting exception to this early limited scope of language and liturgy

ei appears_in G. ELLARD's Men at Work at Worship where, on . 118-123, he

5 analyzz?s the Mass text and focuses on pronominal person 3 number, though™

he does not develop the ramifications of his observatioyf
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O pius XII, in his November 9, 1947, encycligal

Mediator Dei, cited the use of vernacular as an instance of abuse that was

creeping into liturgy.41 He lauded th®e Latin lanqguage as the sign of unity
within the Church and as an antidote for any corruption of doctrinal

42
truth L -

Nevertheless, even in the early part of his papacy¥Pius XII

‘ ,
recognized fhat thknuse of the vernacular might be helpful for the laity in
several liturgicAl rites?3 other than the Eucharist. Further, a large

section of Mediator Dei is devoted to promoﬂing the fuller participatioﬁ of

the laity in.liturgy.44 Th Jéh participation'was seen in this._document
priﬁarily'as Ehe laity's unfiting themselves to the presider's offering by
virtue of th¥ shared bapti%ral priesthoed, the encyclical does suggest
concréte steps tgtard fufler participation that have linguistic

implications: the_laity were to become more familiar with the Roman Missal,

to answer the presider.in an orderly and fitting way, to sing hymns during

4OSee‘#'?. In spite éfAthis, though, Pius X had a great interest in

the liturgy and did much to bring about reforms. See his decree on the
necessary dispositions for frequent and daily reception of Holy Communion,
Sacra Tridentina Synodus (Degember 20, - 1905); decree on the zge of children
who are to be admitted to first Holy Communion, Auam Singqulari (August 8,
1910); and the apostolic canstitution on the new arrangement of the psalter
in the Roman Breviary, Divino Afflatu (November 1, 1911). The above are
available in English translation in V.A., YZERMANS (ed.),
all Things in Christ: Encyclicals and. Selected Documents of Saint Pius X

{Westminster, MD: The Newman Press, 1954). For a summary of Pius X's

liturgical contributions, see G. ELLARD, "Gregory and Pius, Pathers of
Liturgy,:" Orate Fratres 1 (1926+1927), - 12-16; also, 0. ROUSSEAU,
Histoire du mouvement liturgicue, pp., 201-215.

3

41See #59,

42See #60.

43gee 1bid. -
N
44480-112,

;o
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low Mass, and to sing the responses and chants at high Mass.?® Latef\in his

_papacy, in the September 3, 1958, instruction De Musica Saéra, Pius\}{E

.

suggested that the epistle and Gospel could be read in the vernacular to be

m ugeful for the laity, bﬁt after being read in Latin, 46

In the years

imMpdiately preceding Vatican Ii; the-discussion on vernacular in the

liturgy increased in intensity with many books and articles being written

both pro and con.47 o ~

In Sacrosanctum Concilium, the first schema promulgéted by the

Council Fathers, Vatican 1 opened wide the door to permitting vernacular in’
liturgy. However, even at this time certain hesitation remained for it was
a mattar of vernacular in liturgy, not of a vernacular liturgy. Granting
permission that "a suitqgég élace may be a;lotted to their mother tongue,"‘48
initially this inc;uded the useﬁfﬁ the vernacular ?nl§ for the readings, the

common prayers, and other parts'of the Mass where the localﬂcﬁlture would

indicate the vernacular to be beneficial.49 At the game time, Sacrosanctum

50 .calling for the instruction of people

.

435ee #10S. Note, though, that #107 cautions that the value of the
people's participation is not to be exaggerated.

4GSee #ld4c and #16c.|

47See A.A. DE MARCO, Rome and the Vernacular (Westminster, MD:
Newman Press, 1961) for a good bibliography on the works on the vernacular
to that time.

. A ‘
485 . #s54. i

O1bid. Ccf. #36, $2.

50see s.c. #36, §1.

3
7
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——

in saying or singing in Latin the parts that pertain to them.ot With the
final determination of extent and regulation of vernacular in liturgy being
left to the competent territorial ecclesiastical authority,s2 the question

]

femained»open and discussions continued.53 .

In accord with éhe Vatican II call for a revision of rites,s4 the
first English versions of thé Eucharistic liturgy (1964} were a combination
of Latin‘and English. English was permitted for the Xyrie, the Gloria, the
réadings, Profession of Faith, Preface Dialogue, Ehe Holy, Holy, Holy, the
Lord's Prayer, the Praver for éeace an§ its .greeting, Lamb of God, and

concluding dialegue; all else remained in Latin. All-English

sacramentaries did not appear until the early 1970 s.%° Ppractical problems

- ——

5lipid,

525ee s.c. #36, $3,4; #39.

53See, for example, favoring . the change, C, HOWELL, "The Use of
English in the Liturgy” in The Liturgy and the Future, ed. J.D. Crichton
{Tenburgy Wells, Worcestershire: Fowler Wright Books, 1966), pp. B8-104.
For a more negative assessment see A, LO BELLO, "The Mass in Latin and in
English,” Downside Review 101-344 (1983), 194-215.

54See S.C. #25.

55Phe bound United States volume appeared in 1974 after
confirmation by the Congregation for Divine Worship on February 4, 1974,
The first editions available in Canada were loose—leaf bound so later
revisions could inexpensively be mades the bound volume appeared in 1973.
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concerning such aspects as singirxgs6 and the theological and cultural

57

problems relating to translation continued to pl'ague scholars,

While even today there continues a discussion of vernacular in

liturgy and of proper translations of liturgical texts with its accompanying

8

concern for a common ‘1;.-;m_7¢uac_;e,5 neverthelegs this discussion has broadened

to include important linguistic considerations guch as matters of literary

565&9, for example, P. JONES, English in the Liturgy: Some
Aesthetic and Practical Problems {London: G. Chapman, 1966).

57

vivante,'™ Liturgie et vie Chretienne 75 (1971), 22-30. 'See also J.H.J.

WESTLAKE, "Problems of Modern Vernacular Liturgy,"” Studia Liturgica 6

(1969), 147-157; P.D. GARRETT, "Problem of Liturgical Translation: A

Preliminary Study," St. Vliadimir's ’I?oloqicaljgarterly 22 (1978), 83-113
r

"and -"The Problem of Liturgical Translation: An Addendum {dgc f)\apé\,],"

St. Vliadimir's Theological Quarterly 24 (1980), 37-50.

SB.See F.R. ANDERSON, ™Liturgy in the Vernacular,” Reformed
Liturgy and Music 17 (1983), 185; A.A, DE MARCO, Rome and the Vernacular
(Westmingter, MD: Newman Press, 1961); G. AVERY, "Dvornick on National
Churches,"” Eastern Churches Review 10 (1978), 17-25; P.D. GARRETT, "Problems
of Liturgical Translation: A Preliminary Study," St. Vladimir's
Theological Quarterly 22 (1978), 83-113; P.D. GARRETT, "The Problem of
Liturgical Tranglation: An Addendum (03¢ tiapdv 1.” St. Vladimir's
Theological Quartekly 24 (1980), 37-50; N. GOTTERI, "Tradition and
Translation," Sobornost 2 (1980), 41-49; F.M. ISHAK, "Celebration of
Eucharist in Appropriate Language," Coptic Church Review 1 (1980), 27-29; C.
KOROLEVSKY, Living Lanquages in Catholic Worship: An Historical Ingquiry,
trans, D, Attwater. (Londen: Longmans, Green, 1957); A. LO BELLO, "From East
to West: On Certain ICEL Translations,” Communio 8 (1981), 392-399; A, LO
BELLO, "The Mass in Latin and in English," Downside Review 101-344 (1983},
194-215; R. POWER, "The Liturgy in Translation,™ Orate Fratres 1 {(1926-
1927), 203-207; A. TEGELS, "The Demand for Latin in the Liturgy," Worship 56
(1982), 63-65; J.H.J. WESTLAKE, "Problems of Modern Vernacular Liturgy,”
Studia Liturgica 6 (1969), 147-157; P. WINNINGER, Langques vivantes
et liturgie, pref, Mgr. J.-J. Weber (Parig: Editions du Cerf, 1961).

See, for example, A, GIGNAC, "Priér\g liturgique et 'langue -
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59 varioug aspects related to tonal performance,‘so,and the

form and style,
éesthetics of the language 1.15'4ed.('31 As the work of translation continues,
scholars recoghize more and more their responsibility to choose language
conveying the pfesence of the_-Sacred,62 to attend to the tf‘eologicarl and
cultural problems tied into the ianguage question,63 and .t:o pay close
attention to the fact that words convey meaning.E’4 Thus the problem of

vernacular and translating liturgical texts i:eally embraces a whole gamut of

linguistic concerns but a direct focus on language is still lacking.

SQSee, for example, D.G. BUTTRICK, "On Liturgical Language,"
Reformed Liturgy and Music 15 (1981), 74-82; H.P,R. FINBERG, "The Problem of
Style," in English in the Liturgy: A Symposium (London: Burns and Qates,
1956), pp. 109-122; R. TOPOROSKI, "Language of Worship," Communic 4 (1977},

226-260; R. TOPOROSKI, "The Language of Worship," Worship 52 (1978), 489-
S08. ‘

60See, for example, J.B. FOLEY, "An Aural Basis for Oral
Liturgical Prayer," Worship 56 (1982), 132-152; G. GRINDAL, "The Language of
Worship and Hymnody: Tone," Worship 52 (1978), 509-516r G.. GRINDAL,
"Stopping by the Pit Stop: Liturgies Call for the Prose of Speech Rather
than the Prose of Print," Christian Century 94 (1977), 453-457; M. GODGETTS,
"Sense and Sound in Liturgical Translation,™ Worship 57 (1983), 496-513;
K.J. LARSEN, "Language as Aural,"” Worship 54 (1980), 18-35.

6]‘See, for example, D.L. FROST, "Dying Church, or a Living World?"
Theology 74 (1971), 499-512; R. HARRIES, ""Alternative Services: The Test of
Practice,"” Theology 79 (1976), 221-226; P. JONES, English in
the Liturqgy: Some Aesthetic and Practical Problems {Londen: G. Chapman,
1966); R. SPEAIGHT, "Liturgy and Language,” Theology 74 (1971}, 444-456.

625ee E.S. BROWN, "Whose Liturgical Language?" Dialogue 20 (1981},
107-111; also, K.G. SCHMUDE, "Redeeming the Word: The Future of Christian

Language,"” Communio 7 {1980}, 157-169.

6:"See A. GIGNAC, "priere liturgique et 'langue vivante,'”
Litfrqgie et Vie Chretienne 75 (1971), 22-30.

/ E"‘Sea C. HOWELL, "The Use of English in the Liturgy,” in
The Liturgy and the Future, ed. J.D. Crichton {(Tenburgy Wells,
Worcestershire: Fowler Wright Books, 1966), p. 96; also, K.J. LARSEN, "Some
Obgervations about Symbols and Metaphors,” Worship 54 (1980), 221-245.
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More recently, a differept slant on vernacular and translations
'focuaing cn the quéétion of “inclusiv;" language65 for iiturgical_texts has -
come a hit closer to recogniziné more of the problems ihvolved in the
language issue, 'A'difficulty arises nét when inclusivity/exclusi%ity takes
shape with respect to those who share. the game Gospgl vision vis-a-vis those
who do not, but rather when it arises|within the Christian community-itseif
among thoge who supposedly share the same vision, The.central isgsue of how

1itﬁrgical language both reflects and effects the unity of that local

worshipping community is purportedly what is at stake in this concern. To

be sure, liturgy does, in one sense, have both iﬁclusive and exclusive
agpects. O©On the one hand, liturgical l;nguage ;é inclusive in that it
articulates the tradition and human concerns common to the Christian
communityy on the othér hand, it expresses the.exclusive'interesté and
éxperiences of the particular worshipping community.sq Litﬁrg? ig inclusive
in that the community embodies a common vision éranscending timé and spacej
it is exclusive in tﬁatche commuﬁity, by proclamation of the vision,
declares itself unique, But there is more to say than tﬁis.

67

Changes in culture and society’'are reflected in language use.

Consequently, the challenge for inclusive language in liturgy has focused

83por an eyaluation of a proposed inclusive language lectionary,
gaee G. RANSHAW~SCHMIDT, "An Inclusive Language Lectionary," Worship 58
(1984), 29-37; also, J.C. LYLES, "The NCC's Nonsexist Lectionary,"
Christian Century 100 (1983), 1148-1150.

6659& D. COCKERELL, "The Language of Initiation: A Critigue of
Series 3 Baptism,” The Modern Churchman 23 (1980), 21-29,

67See H.T. KERR, "Wash Your Language;' Theology Today 30 (1973),
211.
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largely on sexist language,68 with the appeal that the language ©f liturgy

.

reflect the culturél change§ in éontemporary western society with respect to
the status, role, and equality of women. This applies as well to othgr
cat?gories of wofshippers: to- the éged, handicapped, and people of different
ethnic backgrounds.69 Not jugt a peripheral quibble, this discugsion has
significant theological ramifications; for ;xample, what symbols, metaphofs,
and proaouns should we use in referring to G«ad,-70 in the propositions which
are-used to éxéress the essential content of faith and morality, and id
relating the lgnguage of Scriptufe to diverse socio—cultﬁral milieu.

Over and above these neceSsaryland Qorthwhilé“endeavors, some
scholars recognize that the problematic of liturgical language runs deeper’

-
than the issues of vernacular, translations, and inclusivity to more radical

questions . that implicate life issues. As early as 1970, D.E, Saliers wrgte

=

68See, for example, M. BLACKLOCK, "Popularizing Non-sexist

'Liturgies," Witness 64 (1981), 10-11; I.C.E.L., "The Problem of Exclusgive

Language with Regard to Women," Afer 23 (1981), 312~ 317: J.M. MAXWELL,
"Tnclusive Language in Theology and Worship,"” Austin Seminary Bulletin 97
(1981); "NCC's Bisexual Lectionary Brings More Problems," Christianity Today
27 (1983), 40; J.H. PENFIELD, "COCU Consultat?ég-on Language and Liturgy,”

Journal of Eéﬂmenlcal Studies 19. (1982}, 6 669; E. RCUTLEY, "Sexist
Language: A View From a Distance,” Worship 53 1979), 2-11; G.R. SCHMIDT, "A
bDream of the Rood," Dialogue 18 (1979), 103-107.

695ee J.C. LYLES, "New Language for Liturgy,” Christian Century 98
(1981), 1358-1359); T. McANALLY, "Language and Liturgy in the CCCU Context,"

o

703ee J.W.H. BOS, "To Whom Then Will You Liken Me,"
Reformed Liturgy and Music 17 {1983), 169-171; M. BOUCHER, "Scriptural
Readings: God-language and Nonsexist Translation,"” Reformed Liturgy

and Music 17 (1983), 156-159; W.E. MARCH, "Language About God: What Shall We

Say?" Reformed Liturgy and Music 17 (1983), 152~155; P. MURRAY, "The Holy
Spirit and God Language,” Witness 66 (1983), 7-9; E. ROUTLEY, "The Gender of
God: A Contribution to the Conversation,"” Worship 56 (1982), 231-239.

4
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on the crisis of litu;gical language in a brief article by that title.71
Saliers made the point that language involves more than vocabu}ary; it
involves meaning which points to a deeper dimension of investigation. He
sées the task as "not so much to change the langﬁage as it is to understand
how the language i3 to be taken and how it is.to be used.“72 Saligrs'
interest in the more profound issues of 1iturgical language waslfurther
underscored when he edited Volume 52 (1978):6f Worship which was devoted to

the special theme of liturgy and lanéua e, In his editorial remarks he

-

wrote that "problems coﬁcérning language in the liturgy are intrinsic to the

renewal of worship."73

vernacular, foréing new forms of liﬁurgical utterance, and shaping more

relevant styles of public prayer.

Other authors have sgpecified particular dimensions of these deeper
% L

linguistic issues in the direction indicated by Saliers. G. Ramshaw-Schmidt

outlines the scope of this broader task: words, images, syntax, tone, and

74

structure, Cognizant of the ramifications of language, D. Cockerell

5

relates language to human self—understanding7 and asserts that language

——

71D.E.SALIERS,”On the 'Crisis’ of Liturgical Langquage,” Worship
44 (1970}, 399-411. : :

72

Ibid., 408.

730.8. SALIERS, "Language in the Liturgy: Where Angels Fear to
Tread,” Worship 52 (1978), 482

‘774Sea G. RAMSHAW-SCHMIDT, "The Language of Euahristic Praying,"
Worship 57 (1983), 419-437.

"75599 D. COCKERELL,'”Liturgicai Language, Dead and Alive,"” Theclogy
80 (1977), 111. '

He sets out the agenda as searching for a worthy:

!
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"has a constitutive, not merely a reportative function."’®
Two related areas extensively addressed as a result of this more
profound concern for 1énguage in liturgy are the relationship of liturgical

language to communication theory77 and . speech-act theory.78 The former

9

761bid" 112. Aan important application of this is the relationship
of liturgy and morality. See, for example, the fall, -1979. issue of
The Journal of Religious Ethics (Volume 7, Number 2) with the title "Focus
on Liturgy and Ethics"; contains articles by Rafsey, Saliers, Farley,
Everett, Yaffe, Green, ard Rossi, :

77See, for exahple, G.V. LARDNER, "Communication Theory and

Liturgical Research," Worship 51 (1972), 299-306; M. SEARLE, "Liturgy as
Metaphor," Worship 55 (1981), 98-120; G.V. LARDNER, "Liturgy as
Communication: A Pragmatics Perspective" Religious Education 77 (1982), 438
[dissertation abstract]: A. GANOCZY, An Introduction to Catholic
Sacramental Theology, Chapter 4: "Toward a Communications Theory of
Sacraments," pp. 142-182. :

78S_ee, for example, H.K. HUGHES, The Opening Pravyers cf -the

Sacramentary: A Structural Study of the Prayers of the Easter Cycle,
Doctoral Dissertation, University of Notre Dame, 1981; D. BREWER, "Liturgy:
Need and Frustration,” Theolegy 80 (1977), 173~177; B, BRINKMAN,
"sacramental Man and Speech Acts Again," The Heythrop Journal 16 (1975),
416-420; R. CHAPMAN, "Linguistics and Liturgy," Theology 76 (1973), 594-599;
D. CRYSTAL, "Linguistics and Liturgy," Christian Quarterly 2 (1969), 23-30;
P. DONOVAN, Religious Langquage (New York: Hawthorn Boi;:, 1976); P.E, FINK,
{

"Three Languages of Christian Sacraments,” Worship 52 1978), 561-575); S.D.
GILL, "Prayer as Person: The Performative Force in vaho Prayer Acts,”
History of Religions 17 (1977), 143-157; A. JEFFNER, The Study of

‘Religious Language (London: SCM Pressy 1972), Chapt 4: "Religious

Performatives;" . pp. 88-104; J. LADRIERE, "The Performativity of Liturgical
Languiage,”™ Concilium 9-1 (1873), 50-62; P. LECIER, ™Le gtatut
épistémologique de la situation liturgiqu iedtgie et Vie Chratienne B2
(1972), 256-278; A. MARTINICH, "Reply B. Brinkman, 'Sacramental\Man and
Speech Acts Again,' The Heythro Girnal 17 (1976), 188-189; A. MARTINICH,
"Sacraments and Speech ig;;;P/The Heythrop Journal 16 (1975), 289-305; H.
SCHMIDT, "Language and I¥8 Function in Christian Worship,™ Studia Liturgica
8 (1970-1972), 1-25; W.H. SWATOS, "Liturgy and Lebensform: The Pergpﬁal God
as a Social Being," Perspectives in Religious Studies 7 {1980) 8-49; R.
VOLPE, "La liturgie en tant que comportement social: Réflexions yen vue de
1t4laboration de méthodes empiriques de recherches,” Social &ompass 22
(1875), 157-174; J.B, WARE, Jr.,” Not With Words of Wisdom (Washington:
University Press of America, 1981); W.T. WHEELOCK, "The Problem¥?f Ritual
Language: From Information to Situation,” Journal of the American Academy of
Religion 50 (1982), 49-71. : '

\
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involves anfanalysis of the actual effects the symbols of communication have

79 G.

on the worshipping community, V. Lardner makes a pointed observation:

‘methodologies for a pragmatic evaluation of the liturgy do not yet exist,

though such methodologies do exist in the figlds of soéiology, social

80

pesychology, and communication. M. Searle also sees liturgy as a

communication event,81 but cautions against understanding this in the

contemporary vein of simply conveying information. This is too much of a

propositional approach to communication in liturgys it must rather be

understoed witﬁin the wider scope of engagement in a relationship,

82
‘Q
disclosure of experience, *

disclosure, and orientation which takes more seriously language's

The second and related area concerns liturgical lanquage with

raespect to speech—act theory. Though there is a variety of ways this theofy

83

has been -applied to liturgy, at‘isfue ig the fact that the saying is

related to the performing., For example, when we make such statements as "I
Believe,” "I bless," "I thank,"” "I promise," we imply that fhe_belief,
blessing, gratitude, promise are already present in the very saying. Saying

-

is bound up with sentiments and desired results. A seminal article in this

~

798ee G.V. LARDNER, "Communication Theory and Liturgical Research,
303,

801piq,
8lsee M, SEARLE, "Liturqy as Metaphor," 98.
821bid., 102£F,

835ee G.RAMSHAW-SCHMiDT,“The Language of Eucharistic Praying,”
421, - :
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@ regard 1is, the one by J. l’..ach::i.t‘art-‘:.84 After a brief exposgsitiond of speechract
theory, Ladriére applies this theory to liturgy in terms of its bringing.

about an affective disposition which openg‘fﬁgahefshipping community to a
85 '

specific reélity, institutes that group of peoplé aé community,as' and
presents the reality about which it speaks.87 Liturgy employs‘languége as
more than words ;r sentenceé} it also includes ritual and aé%ionssa carryin;
it beyond information to the.reallzation of a situation which both ree 1lg
and anticipates, . The positive contribﬁtion of speech-act theory is that i
recognizes that language is far more than informatién conveyance. In its
use language both affects and effects. While the contribution of speech-acﬁ
theory in widening the scope of language‘is sigﬁificant, what is lacking yet
ig a comprehensive framework in which linguistic studies are undertakeﬁ

fjﬁ within a context of self-understanding. We seék a methodic framework which

).

accounts for the fundamental relationship between language and experience.

Qur next community issue brings us closer to this problem.

J

84See J. LADRIERE, "The Performativity of Liturgical Language,"
passim. For a brief overview of both speech-act theory and Ladriere's
article; see F. ISAMBERT, Rite et efficacité symboligue: 'Essai
d'anthropologie sociologique, Rite et Symboles #8 (Paris: Les Editions du

Cerf, 1979), Chapter 3: "Langage performatif et action rituelle,” pp. 87~
113, ) ' '

~

85J. LADRIERE, "The Performativity of Liturgical Language,"” 56-58.

861pid., 58-59.

¥ 87ipia, s9-62. |
88SeelH. SCHMIDT, "Language and Its Function in Christian Worship,”

: Studia Liturgica 8 (1970-1972), 1-25; and W.T. WHEELOCK, "The Problem of

Q:@ Ritual Language: Prom Inférmation to Situation," Journal of the American
Academy of Religion 50 (1982), 49-71.
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b. Faith. For Ladrieére and others,3? faith constitutes both the

starting point which grounds liﬁurgical language as well as. the goal toward

p—

which the experience moves; Faith is "a resumption of the mystéry of

o

Christ, the acceptance of salvation and hope of benefits yet to come, "0

Baginning with this notion of faith, C. Raschke sees ritual language as

w91

"belief realized through expressive activity. For him, this language-

cannot be analyzed according to analytic models,92 but a more comprehensive

model is to be sought., The desired model ought to take into conéideration,

first, the awareness of God which is at the basis of liturgical langqage,93

and, second, the body'of images which conveys this aWareness.g4 Similar .

1
-

reflections are offered by A. Vergote. For Vergote, a more comprehensive

model is an anthropological model whereby the language, gestures, and

-

actions of the liturgical rite unite the‘worshipping community both with the

Bgsée, for example, R.F. ADLWINCRKLE, "Worship and Prayer:
Principles and Problems: Liturgy and Language,” Canadian Journal of Theology
15 (1969), 157-165; K.B. CULLY, Sacraments: A Language of Faith
(Philadelphia: Christian Education Press, 1961); I.-E. DALMAIS, "The
Expression of the Faith in Eastern Liturgies,” Concilium 9-1 (1973), 77-85,
trans, F. McDonagh; L. GILKEY, "Addressing God in Faith," ‘Concilium 9-1
(1973), 62-76; J. LADRIERE, Lanquage and Belief, trans., G. Barden (Notre
Dame:; University of Notre Dame Press, 1972); G. LUKKEN, "The Unigue
Expression of Faith in the Liturgy,"” Concilium 9-1 (1973), 11-21; J.~P.
MANIGNE, "The Poetics of Paith in the Liturgy," trans. F.- McDonagh;

" Conecilium 9-1,(1973), 40-50; D. POWER, "Two Expr3951ons of Faith: Worship

and Theology,” Concilium 9-1 (1973), 95-103.

90;, LADRIERE, "The Performativity of Liturgical Language,” 62.

91C. RASCHKE, "Meaning and Saying in Religion: Beyond Language
Gamesg," Harvard Theological Review 67 (1974), 99.

92

Ibid., 105.

B

93see D,B, STEVICK, "Language of Prayer," Worship 52 (1978), 544.

94Ipidq 546,
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space-world in whiéh they live and with “the God they worship, The function

of liturgical gesture is to express inner-sentiment; as such it is the
medium between the language used and what the ritual action achieves. It is
in this context as medium that -Vergote asserts liturgical gesture to be

95

faith in action. For him,

oy
v 0 » 1} c\“ - o —-._‘-\ [} ] + . 3
Faith ... is a disposition towards God which is actualized only in
expression, To express it is thus to effectuate it. So no faith
exists that is not actualized in a rite that is lndlssolubly_
efficacious gesture and word.,
As a sentiment, faith is also expressed .in the gestures that
accompany language; language and gesture gomplement each other. Language
without gesture is not expressive of the existential situation of the
worshipping community; gesture without-language has no significance.97
The power of liturgy as a language of faith is that of the

liturgical celebration definitively revealing Mystery in such a way as to
draw the worshipping community into that Mystery. The only response on the
part of the worshipping community in face of this dynamic is a response in
faith. We admit here to a circular movement. Mystery is revealed to the
worshipping community in liturgical language as the Triune God who is there
before the community acting through the originary events that root the

Christian experience of the community. The worshipping community orients

itself to the Triune God in a faith regponse. Faith in turn expresses

. itself in liturgical #language, which’ is a medium- of encounter with God.

*

955ee A. VERGOTE, “Symbollc Gestures and Actions in the thurgy,
trans, B. Wall, Concilium 7-2 (1971); 40-43.

91pid., 43.

975ee Ibid., 44.
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Liturgical language is-co-original with faith-event: it is the dynamic
mediary between. God who is both alpha and omega of the liturgical
celebration and the faith .response of the community who thereby comes to

understand themselves in a new way.

The self-understanding that liturgical - celebration can effect is

. first and foremost a community self-understanding. There is a uniyersality

about this self-understanding which marks the Christian community as one
throughout its tradition. This implies that there is more at stake in the

»
liturgical text than the question of liturgical language, symbol, and their

98

relevance or their power to evoke an encounter. The formation and

4
totality of the liturgical text suggest that its structure is neither
accidental nor peripheral. An enquiry into liturgical language leads
inevitably to an énquiry into liturgical text. But before moving on to the

next part of the chapter which addresses liturgical text, we pause to

summarize the salient points.

c. Salient Points. These reflections on community issues all

point to one conclusion: the aim of liturgical language is not to produce an

. esoteric text that only the "select" can appreciate, but rather it is to

engage the communitf in a celebration., Liturgical language does not belong
to the private domain of the clergy, but necessarily derives from the faith
experiences of a tradition of community celebrations. Through their active

participation, the assembled community continues in this tradition of

P

9Bpor a discussion of four approaches to dealing with 'nheﬁfféd
Christian symbols, see D.B. STEVICK, Lanquage in Worship, Chapter 4:
"Evaluating Inherited Images,” pp. 54-70.
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celebration; Through Eﬁis participation,l too, the community is able t;
concretely express‘their faith response.to the my%}éry being celebrated.

‘ WLFh a more engaging approach to Jiturgy coﬁes a need for
metﬁodological models which can account for the/disposition toward God which
faith-filged participation bespeaks. We are looking for a methed, then,

which can address’ this éngaging aspect of liturgy.
;o

o B. Text :

»

We begin by proposing an analogy: though the word of God is

contained in the written text of Scripture, we recognize that the word is

not the printed page but that which is proclaimed and Jdived. So, too, we

"insist that the fullness of liturgy is only evident in its celebration.

Nevertheless, the written liturgical text does provide.a certain access to

the meaning of liturgical celebration. This part of the chapter looks at

the notion of text by considering what litufgical scholars have been doing

with text and by examining documents reflecting the Iiturgical renewal of
Vatican II; there is a summary section of salient points.

1., Liturgical Scholars' Use of Text

No doubt, in the last century scholars have been doing good things
with liturgical texts. In addition to providing vernacular translations, as
mentioned above, we have benefitted from other scholarly pursuits which have

taken liturgical texts seriocusly.
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Work has been done in searching out Jewish origins to Christian
litu:qy.gg Ot_:her-'work has been done in searching both early and
contampoﬂairy liturgical texts to uncover structures, themes, and historical
pracadents for elements of liturgy.loo__ ?till other work has been done in
exqmining the ele:ents of‘ current i.t;es‘.l01 lz‘rom another direction, the
current inte:e'st in culture has posed ch'e.llenges for contempor'ary.liturgical
scholars and is not without its demands on those working with liturgical

taxts‘.loz other important areas of research would also have direct or

. indirect bearing on the shape and use of liﬁurgical texts, including

Nz : ) :

. ggsfée. for example, W.O,E. OESTERLEY, The Jewish Background of the
+ Christian Liturgy (New York: Oxford University Press, 1925); L. BOUYER,
_Eucharist: Theolo and Spirituality of the Eucharistic Prayer, trans. G
Underhill Quinn (Notre Dame: ‘University of Notre Pame Press, 1968).

10°See; for example, A. BAUMSTARK, Com rative Liturgy, revised by
8. Botte, 0.S.8,, English edition by F.L. Cros (Westminster, Maryland:
__Newman, 1958); G. DIX, #The Shape of the Liturgy, 2nd ed. (Westminster: -
" Dacfee Press, 1945); J. JUNGMANN, The Mass of the Roman Rite, 2 vol., trans.”
P,A. Brunner (New York: Benzinger Brothers, Inc., 1951, 1955); L. BOUYER,
Eucharist; R. TAPT, "Structural Analysis of Liturgical Units: An Essay fn
Methodology,” Worship 52 (1978): 314-329; A.RAVANAGH, nconfirmation:‘A
Suggestion from Structure,” Worghip 58 (1984): 386-394; T.J. TALLEY, "The
Literary Structure of Eucharistic Prayer,” Worship 58 (1984): 404-419; C.
JONES, G. WAINWRIGHT, and E.  YARNOLD, S.J., ., The Study of Liturgy (New
vork: Oxford University Press, 1978); H.A.J. WEGMAN, Christian
Worship: A Study Guide to Liturgical Eistory, trans. G.W., Lathrop (New York:
Pueblo Publishing Company, 1985); G. KRETSCHMAR, "Recent Resgsearch on
Christian Initiation,” Studia Liturgica 12 (1977): 87-1063 G. WINKLER,
———=canfirmation or Chrismation? A Study in cOmpar?tive Liturgy," Worship 58
(1984): 2-16.

1)

101333, for example, G. HUCK, Liturgy with Style and Grace
(Chicago: Liturgy Training Publications, 1984); A. KAVANAGH, Elements of
. Rite: A Handbook of Liturgical Style (New York: Pueblo Publishing Company,
1982); J.H. EMMINGHAUS, The Eucharist: Essence, Form, Celebration, trans.
M.J. O'Connell (Collegeville: The Liturgical Press, 1978); The Mystery of
Faith: A Study of the Structural Elements of the Order of Mass (Washington,

D.C;: Federation of Diocesan Liturgical Commissions, 1981),

_the Liturqgy (New York: Paulish Press, 1982)y F.C. SENN, christian Worship
and its Cultural Setting (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1983).

102339, for example, A.J. CHUPUNG‘:; 0.S.B.; Cultural Adaptation of
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-spiritualit&, pasteoral ministry, and paraliturgical practices., While all

this research has undoubtedly contributed much to a wealth of liturgical
knowledge, one conclusicon remains; liturgical scholars have not as yet

looked at text gua text within the parameters of a text‘theory.193 Our own

. —_—
study is a beginning in filling this lacuna.

2. Post-Vatican II Liturgical Documents

At first sight, the notion of text in post-Vatican II documents is

limited to its written forms and how they are used. Yet, a berusal of

k=3

liturgical documents suggests a deeper penetration of the notion of
gf
liturgical text that, at least implicitly, the Council Fathers. addressed.

Fleshing out these implications not only underscores the fact that,theré is

more at stake than written forms and how they are used, but it also

indicates an agenda for furtherspursuit.

4. Sacrosanctum Concilium. Sacrosanctum Concilium addresses the
question of how the Sacred Mysteries can best express, best communicate,
their deepest reality: "In this reform both texts and rites should be drawn

up so.that they—express more clearly the holy things. they signify ... n"+0%

Further,
~
The Order of Mass is to be revised in a way that will bring out
more clearly the intrinsic nature and purpose of its several parts,

103One exception to this is the article by W.T. Wwheelock, "The Mass

and Other Ritual Texts: Computer Assisted Approach" (History of Religions 24
[1984]: 49-72) where he examines the Eucharistic rite in terms of content
analysis theory.

E“s.c. #21; see also #11, 14, 59,
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as algo-the conmection between them, and will more readily achieve
the devout, active participation of the faithful,

' These references indicaté a sensitivity to the communigative value of the
liturgical text, to the value_of.the different parts of the rite; to how
those barts cooperate in shaping a whole, and to the purpose of_promotinq}
participation by the people. 'Implied is-a complex relationéhip between the
text of the liturgy and its potential effectiveness; The work of renewal is

largely directed to this.

‘.‘u“"-¥”-Even-though9the ensuing paragraphs in Sacrosanctum Concilium spell

out some of the practicalimplications of the Council Fathers' proposed -

revisions,106 these concrete reforms primarily involve peripheral aspects

with respeci to the question of liturgical language and text. More to the
heart of the issue are aspects concerning linguistic structures, meaning,
and uses.

"While they are few in number, the references .to .text in

Sacrosanctum Conecilium pretty well summarize the notion of text as it iﬁ\‘n

generally understoed in the Christian tradition: a text has a wholly

pragmatic raison d'8tre focusing on how liturgical texts are to be used.

Consequently, the document addresses the purpose, form, and regqulation of

texts. There is no concern about text qua text.

1OSSICC #50.

1061n brief, S.C. #50: eliminate duplicate and out-moded elements;
#51: use a more representative portion of Scripture in the lessonsy; #52:
promote more care and esteem for the homily; #53: restore the prayer of the
faithful; #54: restore the vernacular in suitable places; #55: receive
communion bread from the same Mass attended and restore communion under both
kinds; #56: take part in the entlre Mass; #57 and 58: draw up a new rite and
restore concelebration.

&
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The purpose of the revised text is sugcinctly stated: to "exprTss
more clearly the holy things they signifyﬂloj When this expressive purﬁoae

is transposed into practical consequences for celebration by the Christian

community, it suggests a specific form: the texts (rites) should be

marked by a noble simplicitys they should be short, c¢lear, and
unencumbered by useless repetitions; they should be within the

people's powers of comprehension and as a rule not require much
explanation.

This is so that the community may understand and participate in the liturgy

fully and actively.lo9 That liturgical texts are ncrmative is establighed
thrqugh'the paradigmatic Latin texts and through regulation of their
authorized translations only by "competent, territorial ecclesiastical
| 110

authority. In short, what this pragmatic approach says about liturgical

texts is that they remain a means to an end., Nothing is said about their

production or meaging as texts. : }

b. General Instruction of the Roman Missal. As an aid for the use

-

of the new Roman Missal,111 it is not surprising that the

General Instruction hds a greater number of references to text than doas

107g.c. #21.

1085 c. 434,

1095.6 s.c. #21.

110g c. #36, §4; 'see 5.C. #22, §2. The question of text as

- prescriptive/normative is taken up in Chapter Five below.

- 'lllThe apostolic constitutiod Missale Romanum, issued by Pope Paul

VI on April 3, 1969, approved the new Roman Missal which went into effect on
the first Sunday of Advent, November 30, 1969. The General

.Instruction of the Roman Missal (hereafter cited as "G.I.") accompanied

Missale Romanum and was first issued on April 6, 1969. It has been through
geveral revisiong, the fourth and latest revision igsued March 27, 1975.
The text here'is thisg revision and is taken from Documents on
the Liturgy 1963-1979, Document #208, pp. 465-534. '
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Sacrosanctum Concilium. But what is surprising is the ambiguity of the

implications of those remarks. To be sure, comments on use are present; for

example, there is gtill a reference to adapting texts to foster active and

A

full participation.112

Yet this is complemented by a varied approach to
text.
In the Introduction, three ideas about liturgical text come through.

First,.the General Instruction insists that the texts ("formularies™)

witness to an unchanged faith:113

"In this new Missal, then, the Church's
£

rule of prayer (lex orandi?\gprresponds to its constant rule of faith (lex

nlld 115 «

credendi). Second, text as a witness to an unbroken tradition shows

us how thé Holy Spirit endows the people of God with a marvelous fidelity in

preserving the deposit of faith unchanged, even though prayers and rites

“1;6 In both gf these ideas, it would seem that the

’

differ so greatly.

General Instruction is laboring under the reversal of the lex orandi, lex

credendi principle and sees text as that which preserves through tradition a
"deposit" of faith. There is implied here a chasm between "faith"
(understood more as é body of trﬁths te which we assent rather éhan as an
agsent of our being-in a turning toward the Sacred) and its expression,
which is tantamount to saying that linguistic expression is separate from

\
{and secondary to) faith experience. '

1125ee G.I., Intreoduction, #5.

113563 G.T., Introduction, #2-5.

1146 I.,; Introduction, #2., See also Note 9, p. 6, above; the
Ganeral Instruction's use of the principle seems to be an example of a turn—
around of the principle, where the bhelief determines the prayer.

1155ee G.I., Introduction, #6-9.

116G.I., Introduction, #9.
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Third, the liturgical text (the General Instruction is raferring

specifically to the Roman Missal) witnesses to an adaptation of text to

modern conditions.l;‘7 The General Instruction suggests a catecheatical and

pastoral perspective for this adaptation in order that the text present more
clearly "the mystery that is part of the celebration itself,"118 ohig
language of the document carries an ambigﬁity about the status of a text,
"adaptation" by a "catechetical and pastoral perspective" seems to suggast
that the langquage of a text is peripheral to the ofiginary experience which
gave rise to the language; yet the desire is to present the mystery more
clearly, which guggests an awareness that there is definitely a relationship
between mystery and the language used to expresgs it.

Over and above these ideas of text emerging from the Introduction,

we perceive that the General Instruction hints at a broad extension of the:

notion "text," Though there is a recognition that there are several parts

to the Mass--the General Instruction specifically mentions the Liturgy of
the Word, the Liturgy of the Eucharist, and the Introductory and Concluding

rites—--there is nonetheless a sense that there is a configuration toward a

whole, the parts being connected in such a way that'they "form but one -

nll9

single act of worship. The General Instruction does not go so far as to

seem to consider the whole as a text. On the contrary, there is alsoc a

recognition of different "texts" within the one Eucharistic rite.l20 Thesa

117gee G.I., Intreduction, #10-15.

llBG.I., Introduction, #13.

119 1. #8; see S.C. #48, 51, 56.

120506 @.1. #14-17.
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“texts‘ include the various dialogqes between presider and community and the

122 and other "texts" in

which the community shares.]23 These different "texts” reguire various

acclamations, %l the professions and intercessions,

tones of voice, depending on whether they are a reading, a prayer, an

acclamation, an instruction, a.song.124 By relating various tonal

modalities to diverss literary genre,125 the General Instruction highlights

that different "texts".and presentations carry different meanings and
valueé.

Actions and postures are mentioned as not only being a sign of unity
of the worshipping community.lés.but also as expressing and'fostering "the
spiritual attitude of those taking part."127 Though not specifically
referred to as "text,"™ actions and postures are still seen as integral parts

of the celebration intimately connected with its very spirit and purpose.128

N

12lgge G.1. #14.

122See G.I. #1l6.

123See G.I. #17.

124506 G.1. #18. -7

1255ee Thid. : -

126gee G.I. #20-22.

1275.1. #20.

128Paragrapha on movements and postures (#20-22) and one on silence

k#23) conclude the second section, "Different Elements of the Mass," of

Chapter II of the General Instruction. Other paragraphs include guidelines )
on reading and explaining Scripture (#9), prayers and other. parts assigned’
to the presider (#10-13), other texts in which the community shares (#14-
17), vocal expression of different texts (#18), and the importance of
singing (#19). By implication it would seem that movements postures, and
silence have a certain textuality about them since they are included in a
gaction that deals with more common denotations of text. See C. VAGGAGINI,
Theological Dimensions of the ‘Liturgy, pp. 49-50.

&
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A recognition of different "texts" suggests that there may also be alternate
ways the liturgical text could be enacted in the actual celebration. 1In
general, it is seen aé a dialogue, aé cornrm.mication.lz9 JAs such, the
various contexts of the text determine how it‘is to be spoken313o in this,
too, "the idiom of different languages and the genius of peoples"l31 should

be considered. \\

While no implication is intended here that the General Instruction

in any way presents a text theory, the above remarks do indicate that

serious.attegtion is paid to the notion of “"text"; it is more than simply a

book of prayer and liturgical instrﬁétions. Text is seen as a bearer of
4

faith and tradition, as varied, as including more than printed word, as

calling for various tonal modalities, as communicative. In this the text

has a sort of life of its own that cannot be ignored when ferreting out the

"life of the liturgical celebration, though the General Instruction has not

addressed the question of the status of a text as text and the relationship

—— hd

of language and experience.

"

c, Other Post-vatican II Liturgical Documents. References to text
in other post-vatican ITI 1liturgical documents do not add anything

esgentially new to the above remarks, but they do nuance and specify them.

It completes this survey to briefly consider these references.

1Y
' 129See G.I. #14; also, #9; also, the January 25, 1969 inatruction

Comme le prévoit, Documents on the Liturgy 1963-1979, pp. 284-291, #5.

13054 G.1. #12, 13, 18.

131

kB
-

G.I. #18.
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A 1974 report of the Sacred Congregation for Divine Worshipl32

-

raises the problem of private persons creating and using their own
liturgical texts.133 Dangers of this practice focus on the purity:and
integrity of faith ané the unity of the Church.,. The report calls for
gorting out the essential elements preserving the deéosit of faith through
tradition and the gsecondary elements rendering the text in an acceptabl

contemporary idiom, echces of what we looked at in the General Instruction

above. The implication here seems to be that the content of liturgica{/ﬂ/,//

texts is invariable, and all that remains is to translate that content into
more palpable, contemporary expression. This attitude loses the essential

relationship between language and experience which we pointed out above.

£134

A banuary 25, 1969, instruction Comme le prévoi addresses

essential and secondary elements of a tekt, usiné the Roman ﬁrayers as a’
concrete example. The inatruction says the structure of the Roman prayers
can be retained;‘this includes the divine title, motive of petition, the
petition itself, and the conclusion. Other elements whiéh cannot be
retained are the Latin oratorical movement or flow of skyle and the

133

rhetorical-prose cadence, Related to this is the whole gquestion of

literary genrae.

/‘

132Report Sacra'Congregatio of Cardinal J.R. Knox, Prefect, to the
September 27 to October 26, 1974 Synod of Bishops, Document #100, pp. 247-
252"in Documents on the Liturgy 1963-1979.

133See parallel sentiments in a November 10, 1965 address of Pope
Paul VI to translators of liturgical texts (Documents on the Liturgy 1963
1979, Document #113, pp. 272-274.

134See Documents on the Liturgy 1963-1979, Document #123, pp., 282-

291..

1351bid., #28) see also #27.

)
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The instruction asserts that "a liturgical text is a 'linguistic

fact' designed for celebration,*136 As a written form, it poses stylistic

problems:137 the task is to ‘"discover the significant elements proper to,

the genre."l38 Using literary genre in a broad sense as "spoken or

rhetorical style, 0139 the llterary genre "depends first of all on the nature
f »

of the ritual act signified in the words":14o that is, 3n whether the text
is acclamation or supplication, proclamation or praying, reading or singing,
spoken by one person or by many, whether it is prose or poetry or song‘.141

In identifying literary genre with tonal modality, the intent is not dnly to

indicate the manner of speaking or singing the text, but also to indicate

that. the very words uged in the text142 are bound up in the manner of the

perfdﬁmance'.143

3. Salient Points

-

Organizing the language of a liturgical celebration into a written

liturgical text paves the way for an ongoing witness to ™unchanged faith"

1361hi4., #27. -

137The Instruction is directed to translators, which must be kept
in mind as the context for its remarks.

1380 uments on the Liturqy 1963-1979, Document #123, pp. 284-291,
#27, .

1391hid., #25.

1401p54,, #26.

1411piq.

142

Here, the words chosen for translation. By extension and
implication, the same principle would apply when composing new textsy that
is, the words chosen must fit the tonal performance.

143500 also G.I. #18.
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which we call tradition and which remains availéble for examination and
interpretation through being a concrete form. These remarks raise a |
question about thé gtatus of a textlin tarms of éﬁatic meaning or dynamic -
experience, The remarks on text iﬁ post-Vatican II dbcuﬁe;ts also raise
cartain queséions about written liturgical te#ts. What is the relationship
of lafiguage and experience, and the writﬁén text apd its actdal celebration?
What is essential in a written text and how might that be recerred? What
ig tied into a cultural'ethos and must Ee changed to rgspect'thé
inculturati9n process so important today? How does a wriften text embody

actions, postures, attitudes that are fundamental to human exﬁfession?
— .

' These questiong point to broad implications when we take‘seriously

the textual moment. We ‘seek a methtidology that at least begins to address

some of these questions. ’ J

C. Meathodology

Since Vatican II the scope of liturgical studies has broadened

in such a way that research areas of liturgical scholars have also broadened"

&)
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considerably.l‘_"4 'Reflecting this burgeoning of scope, a-.significant amount

of liturgical research has been pursued in‘the more sﬁecific area of
languaée and liturgy, certéinly enough to warrant the claim tﬁat it is an
important aspect of the ongoing liturgical research initiated in the
aftermath of Vatican II. Liturgical language has been addressed bylscholarsr
in relation to such diverse special factorg as time, social groups,
glossalia, hope, ﬁysticism, culture, ritual, peace, and justice.145
Further, the previaug qﬁestions precipitated by our reflections on text
point to a number of significant issues we can faise with respect to text.

.

In the three sections above on salient points we have already- given

§

144y cursory perusal of the topic headings in a periodical index is

informative. 'In the first six volumes of Religious Index One: Pericdicals
(1949-1964, Chicago: American Theological- Library Association), only five
topic headings are listed with respect to liturgy: liturgical movement,
liturgical year, liturgies, liturgies--early Christian, and liturgy. One
interesting exception to this is Volume 2 (1953-1954) which lists
"liturgies--vernacular." After 1964, the year Sacrosanctum Concilium
appeared, the topic headings are more numerous, .varied, and much.wider in
scope. At this time one finds such diverse headings under "liturgy" as
history, theology, languagé, culture, reform, and the arts, liturgical
movement, vestments, liturgical year, renewal, drama, dancing, terminolegy,
experimental liturgies, architecture, liturgy of the hours, Jewish
liturgies, and liturgical planning. Most interesting to note, and giving -
weight to the present work, is the fact that qgnly twe headings, liturgical

language and liturgy and culture, appear in all volumes after 1966, the year
the Council closed. o

- 145See B.P. DAUENHAUER, "Sohe Aspects of Language and Time in

Ritual Worship," International Journal for the Philosophy of Religion B

(1975), 54-623; D. DAVIES, "Social Groups, Liturgy and Glossolalia,"”

The Churchman 90 .(1976), 193-205})}; J.M. DUFORT, "Le langage de l'esperance
dans la pridre liturgique," Science et Esprit 26 (1974), 233-250; J. FITZER, .
"Liturgy, Language and Mysticism,"” Worship 47 (1973), 66-79; A. KAVANAGH,
"Cultural Diversity and Liturgical Language," Una Sancta 24 (1967), 69-71;

JE.T. LAWSON, "Ritual as Language,” Religion 6 (1976}, 123-139; E. MVENG,

"Chrisk, liturgie et culture,” Bulletipn de théologie africaine 2 (1980),
247-255; L.P. TRUDINGER, "Onward Christian Peacemakers," Frontier 18 (1975~
1976), 235-238; J.F. WHITE, "Justice and the Work of Liturgical Renewal,"
Christianity and Crisis 40 (1980), 173-177.
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indigators as to what liturgical methodology must take into consideration in
view of our quﬁstions. In this third part of the chapter we seek to more
specifically address the methodological priorities that arise out of the
"broader perspective., -

"While liturgists have always been aware that different methods are

important for a more comprehensive analysis of liturgical data,146 by and’

large the focus has been on an historical methodl4”? with an interest in
early liturgical manuscripts. The benefits of this research have been
» A

immense, not least among them being a clarification ¢f the fundamental

structures of liturgical rites and the meaning those structures can

148

deliver. Yet, we can find in these very studies the limitations of

historical research and its theélogical conceptualization. é%storical
method can do very little to ) ’
endorse the addition to a rite of something new, to' approve the
revival of what had long been dormant, to frame proposals that

would accommodate the traditional to new times and places and/or to
advocate organic development of possibilities latent in the

tradition, even experimenting with transforming liturgy, so that -~

things as yet unknown might appear.

146See, for example, R. - GUARDINI, "fbher die systematische Methode
in der Liturgiewissengchaft," Jahrbuch filir Liturgiewissenschaft 1 (1921):
97-108; A. BAUMSTARK, Comparative Liturgys; A. HAUSSLING, "Die kritische
Funktion der Liturgiewissenschaft," in Liturgie und Gessellschaft, ed. H.-B.
Meyer (Innsbruck: Tyrolia, 1970), pp. 103-130.

1475ee A, SCHMEMANN, Introduction to Liturgical Theolcgy, trans.
A.E. Moorhouse (New York: St. Vladimir's Press, 1966), p. 17; M. COLLINS,
"Liturgical Metheodology and the Cultural Evolution of Worship in the United
States," Worship 49 (1975), 86-87.

14850 M, COLLINS, "Liturgical Methodology,"” 86; and A. SCHMEMANN,
Introducticn to Liturgical Theoloqy, p. 18. ‘

149M. COLLINS, "Liturgical Methodology," 86-87.
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0 Other limitations of the historical method include its inability to account

for the relationship betwgen verbal and nanerbal éxpressionlso 5:
. iscursive/nondiscursive uées of -language151 or to account for culturgl
differences and a preoccupation with human life and relationships fhaF
social sciences methods address.ls2
Another problem which faces the contemporary liturgical interp}eter
- is that of meaning itself. _As D. Power claims, there are three kinds of
meaning implicated by liturgical celebration: that which derives from the
ritual as text, from the contribution of the participants, and from the
cfficial Church interpretations.ls3 This suggests that meaning is dynamic,’
not reached by any one source or approach but by taking into’consideratioﬁ a.
wide range of participants and sources. ‘This also suggests that the code
(language) of a text cannot deliver a fuli measure of its own meaning
either, but encompasses extra-textual ﬁodalities that must be investigated.
We suggest that any one method that can address all these heuristic
* .
problems and possibilities does not presently exist, nor could we probably
discover one. Closer to the truth is the fact that different methods
address differenf exigencies and an interpretation approaching a
cémprehensive one ;ould have to allow for a dialogue among tﬂéﬁi methods and

_ their respective discover}es. Seeking a new method, "then, wculd first of

150gae 1bid., 90.

151gee 1bid., 94.

1528&e K. SEASOLTZ, "Anthropology and Liturgical Theology:

Searchlng for a Compatible Methodolegy,” in Conc;llum 112 (New York: Seabury’
Press, 1979), p. S.

@ 153See D. POWER, "People at thurgy," in Concxllum 170 (New ‘{ork.

The Seabury Press, 1983), pp. 9-11. -
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all involve identifying the particular set of questions or problems to be
addressed.

We have already identified three major areas of our ownsconcern in

‘the sections above on salient ‘points. These are respect for the

relationship of language and experience and for the layers of symbolic
meanings embedded in laamguage user the need to he c¢ognizant of engagement

aspecls’ of a text; and the extra-textual indicators of language which push
. L“
an hermeneut beycnd a text. In actuality, all three of these indices show

how a text through its linguistic structures points to the relationship of

text and human cultural existence, whether the latter be defined as the

originary event which gave rise to the language or to the actual lives of

-
the participants presently occupied by-the text. Most importantly, these
- ~ 3 - —_

r

.indices refine the notion of "symbol" to include linguistic use.

' N

In addition to these larger "life" issues, our attention is also

directed by a search for an analytic that studies a text gua text. Our

‘interest is to seek a methodology that uncovers the intelligibility

structure of a text without sacrificing access to textual features that

po;gt:thextra-linguistic implications., We concur with R. Taft that
i . . |/ ) v

"structure outlives meaning."ls4 We wager, then, that identifying the "deep

structure™ of a text gains access to a certain meaning, Albeit not the whole

of its meaning. e

'154p 7AFT, "Structural' Aralysis of Liturgical Units,” 315. |

-
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D. Sumiary

Certain claims have been made in this chapter, warranted by
liturgical scholars' growing recognition of the impertance of language,
Eext, and methédology. The contemporary realization of the broad scope of
the iinguistic problekatic and greater ;wareness of the implications of
these areas of liturgical research point to a step forwara in liturgical
s;udies. What is at stake in this? And wh;; is the ensuing aéenaa?

At stake is a possible new avenue for app;oaching liturgy as a
language of faith. To make this approach more accessible, an ensuing agenda-
calls fgr an approach which pares liturgy to its structural core, Usinqithe
Roman prayers as ;n_example, one possibility is that the essential elements
of litﬁrgy can be discovered in structure. This indicates a methodology
dirécted to structure where the importance of the text in all its'parts and
aspects including its extra-textual, life-implicating dimensions is
Qnderscored.

‘ Though speaking to the formation of the biblical canon, W,
Brueggemaﬁn provides some insight into a liturgica{ agenda that recognizes

the structural import of a text. Both the procesg of the formation of a

text as well as the final shape of the text are sigr'n'.ficamt.l55

Here the
community's self-understanding and its iegacy for the generations after them
are discovered., Brueggemann shows that there is an interplay between

tradition as stable, normative expression of the originary community's faith

experience and fresh articulations of that tradition which are derivative

1558ee W. BRUEGGEMANN, The Creative Word: Canon as a Model for

Biblical Education (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1982), p. 3.
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156 He believes

frc?m the contemporary community's responsz_a t_t_: the tradition.
that "a method must be found 1.;.0 respect the judgment of the community“157
with respe'c't to texts that are "'normative and enduring, true and
reliable"lsa'and "engaging the text in. subtile ways as the l.’_Lve Word of Ged
which can give vitality to the community.";sg He sees this as essentially
an hermeneutical en-t\erprise.leo | -

"If one understands liturgy as a lanquage of faith, then the door to
h.ermel{m. since language is connative as well alts denbtative, a fact
which is particulaflﬁr true when language ié approached as symbol. But

further, if structure is seen as an essential element of the text, ' then

the hermeneutical task is extended to include not only the various layers of

' meaning of the symbol, but also underlying experience in which every text is

rooted. In the cas;e of liturgy, the task is to elucidate the meaning of
gymbols as well as point to the originé;ry \event to wh‘icil the text is linked
by tradition. Rather than simply an hermeneutics of symbols, a metheodology
showing promigse for analysis of liturgical texts may be_termed a textual
hermeneutics, taking into acqount both the normative t.-radlition the text

embodies as an originary event as well as a contemporary reading of that

text.

1568ee Ibid., pp. 4, 6.

1571pia., p. 4.
158144,
1591hi4., p. 6.

1601phi4,
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One such textual hermeneutics exposing a methodology is that
outlined by French philosopher Paul Ricoeur. The next chapter sets forth

aspects of Ricoeur's textual hermeneutics to the end that it shows that a

fuller recovery of meaning is through text,

J



CHAPTER TWO
THE RECOVERY OF MEANING . ' -

The recovery of meaning is essentially an hermeneutical process.
And he:meneutics, as the art of interpretation, is certainly not a new
enterprise. Each time anyone asks "What do you mean?" the interlocutors
enter into an herméneutical.process, straightforward tﬁéugh it may be in a
dialogical situation. But change the question to "What does that mean?" as

asked no longer of a hearer to a speaker but of a reader to what is read,
- - [

and the hermeneutical process is not so stfaightforward. This change ‘from

gpeaking-hearing to writing-readiné is crucial because it radically affects

(:” the procéss of recovering meaning. -
Paul Ricoeur‘is a contemborary French philosopher who has been
sensitive to vicissitudes in the recovery of meaning, particularly wgén the

object of interpretation is the unique writing he calls "text." It 1is not

the purpose of this chapter to lay out Ricoeur’s text theory per se, much

W
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less his philosophical journey. Others have done this already} The work

. , !
here begins from these syntheses. This chapter is concerned with why

Ricoeur's hermeneutics is a textual hermeneutics. It lays out salient

points of his textual hermeneutics in order to point to a methodological
procedure outlined in the next chapter which promises rich rewards for

uncovering the meaning of liturgical texts.

Ricoeur's textual hermeneutics is inviting for one seeking to
uncover the meaning of a liturgical text precisely because the latter is a

text., That a written text shapes liturgical celebrations can hardly be

denied. Questions arise, howevér, in gqualifying the exact relationship of

liturgical text to celebration. On the one hand, is the liturgical text

only peripherally rel;ted to its celebration; for example, as a ri;?al guide
for the presider? Or, on the other hand, is the liturgical text esgsentidlly
related to its celebration; for example, as a concretization of cumulative
community celebrations with a wealth of storeq meaning? Ricoeur's textual

—

hermeneutics supports the second description of liturgical text as

lFor brief accounts of Ricoeur's movement in thought from the
earlier philosophical anthropology centered in a phenomenology of the will
to his present phenomenological hermeneutics, see P. RICOEUR, The Rule of
Metaphor: Multi-disciplinary Studies of the Creation of Meaning in Langquage,
trans. R. Czerny .with K. McLaughlin and J. Costello, S5.J. (Toronto:
University of Toronto Press, 1977), Appendix, "From Existentialism to the
Philosophy of Language," pp. 315~-322. See also P. RICOEUR, Hermeneutics and
the Human Sciences: Essays on Language, Action and Interpretation, ed. and
trans., J.B. Thompsorn (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981),
"Editor's Introduction,® pp. 1-26 and "A Response by Paul Ricoeur," pp. 32~
40. PFor a brief presentation of the development of Ricoeur's hermeneutical
theory, see D. PELLAUER, "The Significance of the Text in Paul Ricoeur's
Hermeneutical Theory," pp. 98-114 in Studies in the Philosophy of Paul

Ricoeur, ed. C.E. Reagan (Athens: Ohio University Press, 1978). For an

extensgive presentation of Ricoeur's textual hermeneutics, see J.W. VAN DEN
HENGEL, The Home of Meaning: The Hermeneutics of the Subject of Paul Ricoeur
{Washington, D.C.: University Press of America, 1982). The latter work has
a complete bibliography of Rikoeur's corpus to 1981.
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essentially related to its celebration since, for Ricoeur, text Is a dynamic
document of life embodying human action.

As might be expected, hermeneutics concedes no single approach to

the recovery of meaning. Some approaches, structuralism and linguistic

analysis for example, give access to meaning solely within the confines of

languagé as a code system. While these approaches gain bbjectivity by

focusing on language as an object of science, in Ricoeur's estimation they

lose a dimension that extends beyond language. Without sacrificing some
degree of objectivity in the hermeneutical process, Ricoeur's approach moves
to salvage ‘this other dimension in language.

For Ricoeur, language is not primarily a vehicl f_communication

(though it is also that). Language is primarily a éﬂowing, a disclosure.2

S—

Language communicates something, and to this extent language-is a derived

3

form.” ngjdimension of language beyond linguistic code which Ricoeur

wishes to expose is "the as such (als) which adheres to the articulations of

nd With roots in a given, interpretation "is not something

experience.
absolute, resulting from the existence of texts, but stems from the

possibility of explicating in a number of ways our understanding of the

o

2See P. RICOEUR, "The Task of Hermeneutics" in Hermeneutics and the
Human Sciences, p. 58. '

. 3See P. RICOEUR, "Phenomenology and Ontology" in Main Trends in
Philosophy, ed. P. Ricoeur (New ¥ork: Holmes & Meier Publishers, Inc.,
1979)’ p. 130- <

4P. RICOEUR, "The Task of Hermeneutics" in Hermeneutics and the
Human Sciences, p. 57.
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relationship between our siﬁuation and our possibilitiesﬂs The

hermeneutical process is a process of making the—human mode of existence

one's own.-6 As Ricceur puts itL\\“/

The‘very work of interpretation reveals a profound intention. that
of overcoming distance and cultural differences and that of
matching the reader to the text which has become foreign, thereby

incorporating its meaniq? inte the present comprehension a man is
able to have of himself.

If interpretation is directed simp}y toward linguistic éigns, e.g. as 1in

structuralism, then mearding lies only within those signs; here, language is

closed in upon itself because linguistic signs are defined in termsjﬁf the

opposition of one sign to another within the language system. But for
g

Ricoeur language must be a relationship of a subject to the real. With a

subject as an active agent ig the recovery of meaning, interpretation can

lead té something new.

Ricoeur's textual - erﬁeneutics goes béyomﬂ a theory of signs in
which language is objectivelw closed in upon itself and opens "up the
philosophy of language to the concerns of phenomenology regarding the human

subject."8 Yet we ought not consider these two approaches as mutually

exclusive in Ricoeur's textual hermeneutics. .Ricoeur respects the autconomy

™
5see P. RICOEUR, "Phenomenology angﬂiggblogy" in Main Trends in
Philesophy, p. 130.

6

cf. J.W. VAN DEN HENGEL, The Home of Meaning, p. 189.

7P. RICOEUR, "Existence and Hermeneutics"” in The Conflict of

Interpretations: Esgsays in Hermeneuticsg, ed. D. Ihde (Evanston: Northwestern

University Press, 1974), p. 4. Ricoeur's French term "compréhension” is
usually translated "understanding” and this will be retained throughout this

work, except when in a direct gquotation the translator employed
"comprehension.”

BJ.W. VAN DEN HENGEL, The Home of Meaning, p. 22.
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-of the object by taking seriously th&s preoccupation of language philosophy

with linguistic code. He respects the creativity of the subject by taking
seriously phencomenology's preoccupation with the subject, Ricoeur's textual

g.of hermeneutics onto phenomenology which bridges

hermeneutics is a grafting
language phileosophy's objectivity and phenomenology's subjectiwvity.

These varied approaches, one focusing on the objectivity of the
code and the other focusing on language as derived from the subject's

10 are not mutually exclusive for Ricoeur. He

relation to what isg,
capitalizes on the pogitive gains of both approgches by being attentive to

the various uses of language.

11

Language in itself is ambiguous; it c e than one thing.

Differing uses of language (as code,, as discourse, as text, as wtitten text)
N

are more or less affeeted by this inherent ambiguity of language. When

language is taken strictly as a linguistic code, ambiguity is relatively

non-existent; we only need check the meaning of one sign as opposed to the

others within the language system. Each time we look up the meaning

9See P, RICOEUR, "Existence and Hermeneutics" in The Conflict of
Interpretations, 1974), pp. 3-24. In the grafting of hermeneutics onto
phenomenology, Ricoeur passes from a specific to a general hermeneutics.
Hermeneutics has traditionally been practiced within regions (for example,
exegesis and psychoanalysis) and so specific rules of hermeneutics
paralleled the rules and parameters of the discipline. Explanatory methods
reignaed. Deregionalization of hermeneutics can take place only when the
explanatory moment is subordinated to an ontological moment in which
understanding is a way of existing and a way of relating (see P. RICOEUR,
"The Task of Hermeneutics" in Hermeneutics and the Human Sciences, pp. 43~
53).

locf. P. RICOEUR, "Phenomenclogy and Ontology" in Main Trends in
Philogsophy, p. 126.

11This is why, for Ricoeur, hermeneutics has a privileged relation
t language. See P. RICOEUR, "The Task of Hermeneutics" in
Hermeneutics and the Human Sciences, p. 44.
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of a word in a dictionary, we use.language in this way., The procedure is
more complex whe& ;énguage is a spokén event between interlocutors; Hera
too, however, ambiguity‘één be minimized through a "checking-up" process
possible because of the shared contex£ typical of a dialogical situation.
The conversation's context lim;ts the"heaning of the discourse; when we as
hearers are unsure of meaning;awe‘simply ;eed to gquestion the speaker about
her/ﬁis intent. When communication takes place in an other than dialogical
s}tuation, then the shared context is lost for the interpreter as well as is’
lost the possiblity for checking-up on an intended meaning. ©Now, the
procedure for overcoming the ambiguiﬁy of language ié maximized. A kef
circumstance for hermeneutics is the realization of discourse as written
text'? where the context of the:dialogical situation 1is no longer
definitive, The ambiguity of the language of a text calls for an
interpretation that cﬁnnot be clarified within a shared context with speakar
or author., The autonomy of a written text from the author's intention as
well as from the original;audience and context13 suggests that the ambiguity

of the language of a written text must be overcome within the text itself,

not behind it in terms of recovering a dialogical event or the intention of

an author.

aning is recovered from a text in a different way from how
in a ghared dialegical situation.
The recovery of meaning relies on differing methods, depending on

the use of language to which it is directed. Ricoeur is cognizant of

1256e 1bid., p. 43. :

13gee p. PELLAUER,WSignificance of the Text” in Studies in the

Philosophy of Paul Ricoeur, - 104.

-
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different methods of recévering meaning for various uses of language. Since
text is the paradigmatic objectﬂof interpretation according to Ricqgur,14
hisg awn method of recovering méaning.focuses on a textual use of language.
The next four majorlparts of the chapter unfold different layers in the
racovering of meaning by addressing the questioﬁ, Wherein lies meaning?
Beg%nning witg {A) Language in general, the discussion delves deeper into
usas of language encompassing fuller dimensions of me§ning: (B) Discourse,

. ¢ f
(C) Text, and (D) Written Text.

A. Lahguage

__Igg_éimplest level for the recovery of meaning is that of words as
* ,
oppositions of signs., As we indicated above, the disgtinct advantage of this
level is the objectivity that dan be gained from locking at language very
broadly as a code system, Two considerations shape our remaining remarks on
language. First, we briefly describe the - basic teﬁets of strucﬁuralism in
order to give an example of an objective approach to meanin; as well as’ to
show how even the very terms of the method already straiﬁ its limits.
. ™,

Second, we show how a. consideration of linguistic code leads inevitably to a

consideration of larger units built ocut of the code, explored here as the

distinction between lanque (language) and parole (discourse).

1. Structuralism

Structuralism brackets (sets aside, suspends} langwage as message

for the sake of approaching language as a code, as an obyect of science.

141pid., p. 109. ﬂ
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L)

Certain theoretical postulates "that govern semiology in general and

structural linguisties in particular"15 determine gtructuralism to be a

modell® for a method of fntegpretation: ' - -
(1) Language is to be tfea;ed as a’synchronic system.

{2) This system may be treated as a finite set of discrete
elements,

{3) The significance of the elements of this system depends on the
oppositions between them and not on any element taken by itself.

(4) The system is closed. It does not refer beyohd.itself‘IT
This structural model gives an approach to language as an objecﬁ of scilence
that provides rules for how the discrete eléments of the syséem méy be
combined to ensure univocal sense, An objectivity with respect to
eiplanétion can be achieved because the sense is the immanent content of the
language code, Structuralism's contribution ﬁo ;laté{ication B the
question of meaning is precise}y the possibility of objectivity with respect
to explanation. . '

But we must pay a ﬁrice for this objectivity. .Structuralism is

limited in that it posits no relationship between language and reality, for

hd LA

[

15P. RICOEUR, "Lahguage as Discourse™ in Interpretation Theory:
Discourse and the Surplus of Meaning (Et._Worth: The Texas Christian

University Press, 1979}, p. 4.

k|
4

1GSee Ibid., p. 5. ¢
l7D. PELLAUER, "The Significance of the Text" in Studies in the

Philosophy of Paul Ricoeur, p. 102. See also P. RICOEUR, "Language as
Discourdge™ in Interpretation Theory, pp. 5-6.°
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in this structural model language "constitutes a world of its own.“18

Though language in itself may say some;hing, it cannot say something about
something. For Ricoeur, however, language is not a closed systes but a
mediation of reality. Mqaning is not only lodged in words which form a
closed systemy meaning must be sought in larger entities than words. This
leads Ricoeur to highlight the distinction between language and ;ts uses,

which we take up next.

2. %‘Lanque vs. Parole

-

Swiss 1linguist Ferdinand de Saussure im his Cours de

linguistic général made an important distinction between léﬁgué (linguistic
code) and parocle (message).19 'ﬁangue is collective, set ig time as
contemporaneous elements, anonymous (nbt intendgd), and systematic and
compulsory for a given linguistic community. As such it has én iﬁﬁégggdent,
universal qpality about it with respect to ité linguistic community. In
this sense, language is always ideal. On the ofher hand, parole is

individual, a temporal event, intentional, and arbitrary and contingent.20

pParole is directed toward communication, getting a message across. While

18?. RICOEUR, "Language as Discourse” in Interpretation Theory,
p. 6. See also P, RICOEUR, "From Existentialism to the Philoscphy of
Language” in The Rule of Metaphor, p. 318. )

19See P. RICOEUR, "Language as Discourse" in Interpretation Theory,
D. 3. See also P. RICOUER, fstructure and Hermeneutics™ in The Conflict of
Interpretations, p. 31. ‘Also, P. RICOEUR, Cours sur l'herméneutique,-
(Louvain: Institut Supérieur de Philosophie, 1971-1972, mimeograph),
pp. 9-13. ‘ )

20

See P. RICOEUR, "Language as Discourse" in Interpretation Theory,
P. 3. .

-
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’

langﬁe‘implies linguistic uyity, parole is concerned with how those
lingﬁistic units are combined in a lafger act of speech or communication.
ﬁiéoeurftakes geriously the” fact that meaning is riéher than
defining Ehe signs and words which make up a linguistic code.zl A3 we
indicated above in the basic postulates of structuralism, the structuralist
model involves a specific notion of time at the expense of h;storiqitya

synchrony takes precedencé' over diachrony.22 But without an historical

component, the recovery of the fullness of meaning is diminished., For

1

Ricoeur, hermeneutics implies historicity (i.e., is diachronic) since

“interpretation does not spring from nowhere; rather, one interprets in

order—ta make explicit, to extend, and so to keep alive the tradition
¢ .

itself, inside which one always remains,"23 In reversing the

structuralists’ synchronic approach, the interpreter respects the precedence

24

of historicity over structure, and so "understanding is finding the

genesis, the previous form, the sources, and the sense of the evolutionﬂzs

4 ‘,,,1:--_

Because of the inherent historicity of hermeneutics, there is a "surplus of

1

meaning™ in language which the structuralists can neither exhaust?® nor

21&& Saussure saw the sign as a word par excellence (see P,
RICOEUR, "Metaphor and the Semantics of the Word" in The Rule of Metaphor,
p. 103). Ricoeur, however, makes a distinction: the sign is wholly within

the language system while the word correlates with an idea (see Ibid., p.
10z2).

22See B, RICOEUR, mStructure and Hermeneutics" in The Conflict of

Interpretations,\ 33, "Synchrony” means a-temporal and ignores historical
antecedents; "diachrony” implies change extending through time,

23

Ibid.,. p. 27.

245ee Ibid., p. 47.

251pid,, p. 31.

26506 Tbid., p. 47.

- .
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. account for. - Ricoeur does not link\the g rpius of meaning to the polysemy

of words, but rather to the~polysemy a larger unit, the seﬁtencé.

. Even though the strucﬁural moéc may be appliéd beydﬁd linguistics
e . .
27

properly sgpeaking in larger works such as myths,”’ it can give no linear

p:oqreséion from linguistic si&gﬁgg

association and dissociation of its constitutive pa:;s;za Structuralism is

entence. Itag concern is only the

limited in ‘terms of the meaning it can recover. It. cannot account for the

dynam & inet o1 captured by a sentence. The sentence "is not a larger or

more cong-ax word, it is a new.entityfzg‘The meaning of a sentence is not
30

recovcf;ble in the varicus comporents. out of which it is coﬁposeﬁ. A

study of the sentence is'immediately concernad with the-cénceptnof sense in

uits,ﬁﬁzovery of meaning.31 For this reason Ricoeur favors the use of the

. i . . *
term "discourse" over the term parole since the Matter "expresses only the

-

n32 "Discourse"” points to the

res&}ﬂal aspect of a science of lanque,

recovery of meaning as primary.

& , / ¥
: o ’

.27 | |

‘See p. RICOUER} "Language as Discourse" in Interpretatidn Theory,
P. 4. » .. . 37 -

28

See Ibid., -p. 8. . ) .

'zgrbidﬁ, p. 7. See also P, RICOEUR, "Metaphor and the Semantics of
Discourse® in The Rule of Metaphot, p. &7. o :

‘ 30P.VRIébEUR, "Language as Discourse” in . Interpretation Theory,
p. 4. ) _ .

%

~

.t

3l¢t, Ibid.; p. 8.

,g}iloidh, p. 4. See also P. RICOEUR, "Metaphor and the Semantics of

- Dpiscourse® in The. Rule of Metaphor, p. 67. Translations for "parocle"

include "word," "utterance;” "remark."
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Discéurée emphasizes "the synthetic structure of the sentence
itself as distinct frdm any analytic combinatiﬁn of discreet entities."33
Thus is introduced a creative elemenf that- is lacking in structuralism's
presubposition that larger units are structuraily analogous to the smaller
units out of which they have been constructed. The sentence 15 determined by
therpredicétive characteristic of the verb. ‘The words of a sentence can be:
combinedlin gndles; variations and creativityy; the key to this is the
predicatéf a universal which can be'applied to a limitlésa number of
nodns.34- Ap analytic of.the sign is.basédgon the oppositioés.of meanings
within the'closed.linguistic system, ﬁowevég, ﬁhe meaning of a sentence

cannot be determined by combining.the meanings of the words which make it

up. While a senténce is a combination of words, it is more than just the

.+ sum of the oppositions ¢f meanings of a closed language system. A sentence

is 'more than just the,sum of its parts because its predicate introduces a
dynamic that cardnot b2 accounted for within a closed-system of language.
The recovery of meaning hegin$'to break open in the shift from word

to sentence as hasic unit. As a new entity, the sentence requires a

different analytic methodology from the sign; A methodology that serves to

analyze words alone cannot serve to analyze sentences because sentences do

not form a closed system; they rather "constitute a class of distinctive

33?. RICOEUR, "Langquage as Discourse" in Interpretation Theory,

p. 4. "Discourse™ legitimates "the distinction between semiotics and
'semantics as the two sciences which correspond tq-the two kinds of units
.characteristic of language, the sign [the basic unit of linguisticsa] and the
entence [the basic unit of discourse]” (Ibid.). Semiotics is- concerned
ith achieving univocal meanings for.signs; 'semantics is concerned with

“uncovering an excess of meaning in.the sentence.
' . - ". . v

N . s
34See below, p. 68.

&
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(;5 . units."35 Ricoeur's hermeneutical enterprihse is directed toward
‘combinations of sentences. The first such combination upon which we reflect

in the recovery of meaning is discourse itself,
/ - :

-~

B. Discourse

- ) The shift_in focus from word to sentence is cruciai for the process
of ‘the recovery of meaning. This shift implieé thatlreCOVering meaning from

a systém.of-éiéﬁ;.capitqlizes on only one aspect of language.36 In_
actuality/ language does, not begin with .gigns. We do noﬁ bégin saying words
by ﬁonsulting a dictionary; we bégin to use language because we have
éomethigg to say, something to communicate. In other words, language begins
_‘with it; use: "It is iﬁ discourse, realized in sentences, that lanﬁuage is

(:' ) formed and-takes.shape. There language begins."37

The recovery of meaning”
must consider "the dynamics of discourse -in addition™to gleaning the

objective fruits of an analysis of linguistic signs.

: 35, RICOEUR, "Metaphor agg the Semantics of Discourse" in
The Rule of Metaphor, p. 67. ~ '

36cf. 1Ibid., p. 69. ]

-l ' t

‘ - . ~ .
- _ 37Ibid. Ricoeur is quoting E,- Benveniste's Problems in General
‘:} Linguistics, trans. M.E, Meek (Coral Gables, Florida: University. of Miami
Press, 1971), p. 111, : '
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Ricoeur rests his hermeneutical method on certain operative

dialectics.38 Three sectiong follow, which probe key dialectics., The first

section addrefses the dfalectic of event aqd meaning in which meaning
eherges as a recoverable regidue of the passing situation of the event and
is identified as the "message™ of the communication act. Siﬁce this meaning
can Be identified and re~identified, the dialectics oﬁ the second section

demonstrate that meaning is dynamic.  The third section shows how meaning

can also be extra-linguisticy; it operates in a dialectic of sense and

S e
E

- 1
[

reference.

1. Event and Meaning

LY

So long as lanquage remains within a code or closed system, &t is
only virtual; language is actualized when it is used in discourse. Language
takes on a temporal dimension in use, characterizing it as event.39 Though

singular, the event is nonetheless actual in a speaking—hearing relationship

between interlocutors. %{

38Cf: P. RICOQEUR, "Metaphor and the Semantics of Discourse™ in

The Rule of Metaphor, p. 69. According to Ricoeur, "dialectic" means:
relative moments of concrete polarity between two abstract poles (cf. P,
RICOEUR, "Language as Discourse" in Igterpretation Theory, p. 8). Both
abstract poles are operative in any given dialectical moment; neither pole

- is obliterated by the force of the other, but the concrete gpolarity need not

be ame in various-'dialectical moments involving the same abstract
poles. _ ‘ ,

jgsee P, RICOEUR, "Language as Discourse" in Interpretation Theory,
p. 97 also, P. RICOEUR, "The Hermeneutical function of Distanciation” in

Hermeneutics and the Human Sciences, p. 133 and "Metaphor and the Semantics
of Discoursze® in The Rule of Metaphor, p. 70. ‘
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This speaking-hearing pair "constitutes language as
communication."40 An event is "the temporal phenomenon of exchange, the
establishment of a dialogue which can be started, continued or

interrupted.““ An event consists of someone speaking something to someone

" elsey in this it is relational, Event links discourse first of all to a

speaker;42 discourse is self-referential. Event alsc links discourse,K to the
interlocutor to whom the discourse is addressed. Inter-subjectivity 1is
constitutive of the event pole of discourse,

Event cannot describe the fullness of discourse precisely because

43

] -
it is an "instance of discourse,” fleeting and vanishing. There is as

-

well something aboutttif event of discourse that_can "be idéntified and
reidentified as the samegf so that we may say it again or in other words,"44

Ricceur identifies this as "meaning," which permits "repeatability of an

w46

eventﬂ45 It is not the event but the "meaning which endures. While the

event ' #s passing, there is a residue (meaning) which survives that passing

]

g

4OP. RICOEUR, "Language as Discogurse" in Interpretation Theory,

p. 1l4.

419. RICOEUR, "The Hermeneutical Function of Distanciation” in
Hermeneutics and the Human Sciences, pp. 133-134.

42Ibid., P« 133. See also P, RICOEUR, "Metaphor and the Semantics
of Discourse" in Thg Rule of Metaphor, p. 7S.

) ’43523 P, RICCEUR, "Metaphor and the Semantics of Discourse:\ﬁn
The Rule of Metaphor, p. 70. : ‘

449. RJICOEUR, "Language as Discourge"™ in Interpreﬁhtion Theory,
P. 9. See also P.- RICOEUR, "Metaphor and the Semantics of Discourse”™ in

The Rule of Metaphor, p. 70. ' '

45P. RICOEUR, "Metaphor and the Semantics of Discourse” in*
The Rule of Metaphor, p. 70.

b
]

. .,
46?. RICOEUR, "The Hermeneutical Fugpction of Distanciation" in

Hermeneutics and the Human Sciences, p. 134. v

€
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event: "the suppressing and the surpassing of the_ event in the meaning is

characteristic of discourse‘itselfﬂ47 Repeatability is %jijfiaa ive of the
. i

meaning pole of discourse.

The repeatability of meaning ensures that it objectively endures.
At the same time, inter-subjectivity remains as a dynamic within meaning
such that the event is never totally eclipsed inlthe‘recovery of meaning.
Ricoeur calls the interplay of subjectivity and objectivity in meaning the
noet;c and noematic poles, respectively, For Ricoeur, ﬁeaning ig both

{

48 Meaning is noetic because it is linked to what is

noetic_and noematic,
intended in terms of the self-reference of discourse. This is so because
“the inner structure of the sentence refers back to its speaker through

gfgmmatical procedires, which linguists call ‘shifters.4?  For example,

the pronoun "I" has no objective meaniﬁg by itself. The function of "I" in

a sentence "is to refer fhe whole sentence to the subject of the speech
eventf?o "f" has a néw meéning each time it appears in a senténcé. Verb
tenses are.also shifters in that they refer to the prese;t ﬁense of ﬁhe-
speech event and its speaker, Adverbs of time and space and demonstratives
perfﬁgm the same function. It ig not difficult for us to see how the event

side of the speech act is emphasized in the noetic aspect of reference. On

the'othgr side, meaning is noematic because it refers to something. Ricoeur

N
A~

. ?7See P, RICOEUR, *Languade as Discourse” in Interpretation Theory,
po 12. - ) ’
“Bsee 1hid. ¢ .
491pia.

501pid,
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locates reference in the sentence itgelf, since sentences are about
¥
sgmethingy they are prppositicnal.

The noematic|side of thegéq}ance keeps the self-reference of

g
~

discourse from being reduced to mere psychologidal intention.i; The noetic

<

-’;—J. )
side of the balance keeps the propositional side of discourse from being

merely wvirtual rather than originating €from an actual event. In either
case, the very grammar of the sentence shows the fullness of meaning that
can be recovered, Noeﬁic meaning retains an inte;locutionaéy, communicative
aspect recovered with the‘aid of shifters. Noematic meaning retains an
enduring aspect recovered through the propositional content of the sentence.
Thug the hearer enters into a kind of "dialogue™ with the spé;ker thréugh
e‘grammarlof the gentence. The adage of* phengmenology "meaning lies in
its use" is more richly significant in terms of this dialogue, testifying to
more happening in Qiscourse %han whét can be uncovered on a purely

propositional level, The next section shows how the very grammar of the

1énguage captures the dynamic of discourse,

- *
L] a -

2, Dynamic of Meaning

“ ! - .
Since repeatability allows meaning to endure, we might conjecture
that meaning is staticy after allﬂ'meaning remains the same, it endures.
Yet, we propose that meaning ;ﬁ dynamic. This séeming contradiction is

resolved when we consider the creativity and force of language use. These

are addressed in the next two paragraphs.

51See Ibid, .
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a. IYdentification and Predication. The most ogtious place for us
to turn for the recovery of meaning is in the basic unit of discourse, the
sentence itself. Since sentences purport to convey something, they are
propositional. ~Two functions constitute propositions: the identifying and
predicative functions, These two functions parallel but extend.tﬁe gntities
of noun (subject) and verb (predicate) which make up the sentence.

The identifying funct{on aims at particulars;sz‘the "subject [of
the sentence)] is the bearer of singular identification."53 As such, Rfcoeuf

adopts the position that the identifying function involves the question of

existence.s4 As a linguistic sign, the noun points to something beyond

itself otherwise it could not-be a sign. But we say more; the identifying
function as a sign must point to something that exists. Whether "something
that exists" has a previous, actual qxistence (fsg example, th7/man Jesus),
is something actually ﬁ;:ggnt to the interlocutors in the particular
instance of discourse (for example, bread}, ar is even something existing
ionly in the imaginations of ihe interlocutors (for example, the unification
of Christians) makes no difference. Certaiﬁ grammatical devicgs such as

F

=
proper names, pronouns, demonstratives, and definite descriptions55 help
{ ‘

»

make clear the “"existence" to which the discourse refers., Our pdint is, the

5288e P. RICOEUR, "Language and Ontology"” in Main Trends in

hilosophy, B». 125.
SBP

. RICOEUR, "Language as Discourse" in Interpretation Theory,

p. 1l0.

: 54§f. P. RICOEUR, "Language and Ontoloyy" in Main Trends in
Philosophy, p. 125. '

55See P. RICOEUR, "Language as Discourse" in Interpretation Theory,
p. 10. See also P. RICOEUR, "Metaphor and the Semantics of Discourse” in
The Rule of Metaphor, p. 71.

+



it
he

b

The Reco&ary of Meaning » 68

identifying function enables interlocutors to recognize the subject to whom

or to which the communication refers.

56

- The predicative function aims at universals since the verb

ascribes a quality, class, action, or relation to any logical subject..s7
The predicate, as a clagsifying function, "can always be treated as a

‘universal' feature of the subject."58

With the predicative function we
bfeak out of the "signifier-signified" relationship constitutive of signs
and introduce a unique,lcreative elemeﬁé. At the propositional level,
meaning is not static but it is a dynamic relation between an existing,
singular éubject and a universal predicative function creatively ascribed to
it.

.This relationship between identification and predication already
indicates that meaning cannot be totally captured merely at the

Y
propositional level, The dynamism and creativity introduced by the

S
. predicative fukqgion open up deeper dimensions of meaning., One such

dimension is that the "saying™ of a proposition alsco involves the force of
what the speaker does in. the saying, The next paragraph focuses on the
dynamism characteristic 6k\meaning which implicates huyman action, folding

ba@? on the inter-subjectivity of the event pole of meaning.

v

™

‘ 56833 P. RICOEUR, "Language and Ontologyﬁ in Main Trends in
Philosophy, p. 125.

STSee P. RICOEUR, 'Metaphor and the Semantics of Discourse" in
The Rule of Metaphor, p. 71.

58

P, RICOEUR, "Langquage a8 Discourse™ in Interpretation Theory,
p- 12. ’
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b. Performativity. A dynamism of meaning is indicated by certain
linguist;c clues pointing to human’action-incorporated at a semantic'leval.
Ricoeur draws on the proponents of speech-act theory in distributing meaning
over three distinet but interrelated leﬁels: the locﬁtidnary, illocutionary,
and perlocutiqnary.59 These are r'-pt-zr:I:'o::rna.tivre“ predicatgs because they

imply .an agent performing an act. The recovery of meaning in discourse

includes examining the semantic clues to a&tion.

The locutionary aét (the act of séying something) is éxt%giorized
at the propositional level.60 This.is the level where.the identifying and
preéicative funétions are qombined,61 as we discussed above. But the sayind
of a proposifion also involves what the séeaker does in the saying; this is
the illocut'dnary level.62 For example, if someone says "I prbmise to do

+

such and %such,” Ehé utterance is mucé}%ore than a declarative statement.

The latter is measured by "true™ or "false.,™ This is hot the case for
illocuticnary utterances where the speaker binds her/himsel o some action.
We can speak of fulfilling or not fulfilling a promise, but not of the truth

or falsity of a promise. Grammatical paradigms such as indicative or

59 “Meﬁaphor and the Semantics of Discourse™"™ 1in

The Rule of Metaphor (pp. 72-73), Ricoeur only discusses locution and
illocution since pe cution "is not relevant in the context of the pregent

discussion” (Ibid.). bwever, for our purposes, the perlpcutlonarx level is
relevant, and so it lS included here.
60

See P. RICOEUR, "The Hermeneutical Functlon of Distanciation” in

-

61See P. RICOEUR, "Metaphor and the Semantics of Discourse" in
The Rule of Metaphor, p. 73. .

62E‘or J.L. Austin, in addition to saying something, a proposition
(utterance) also carries force: it is the performance of an action in the
very saying. See J.L. AUSTIN, How to Do Things With Words, The William
James Lectures Delivered at Harvard University in 1955 (Oxford: At the

~ Clarendon Press, 1963}, p. 1.
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subjunctive moods®3 as well as gestures and geéticul::xtionsﬁ4 indicate

discourse with illocuticnary force. Moreover, in addition to saying
~ _ »
something with force, effects are also produced; this is the perlocutionary

level.55 This level is difficultito detect in grammatical inscriptions but

we can identify it through, for example, certain verb forms such as the

imperative.‘ For example, "I command you to do such and such” not only..

implies an attitude on the part of the speaker ("you" is to do such and
such);/but also-that the force of the command actuallf_moves the hearer to
perform the action.

Thesa three levels identify the full force of a speech act. The

phrase "speech act" is a felicitous one., More than just propositional

66

content, discourse is the' performing of an action in its very saying.

Thug, by the meaning of disctourse it is not enough to understand merely the

L

propositional content of the utterance, but also the illocuticnary force and
the perlocutionary effects.67 The force of discourse which is the human act

points to discourse as really more than simple inscription. Discourse also

points to extra-linguistic reality. Meaning, in terms of illocutionary

63See P. RICOEUR, "The Hermeneutical Function of Distanciation" in
Hermeneutics and the Human Sciences, p. 135.

64Ibid. Austin puts it thus: "questions and exclamations, and

sentences expressing commands or wishes or concessions” (J,L. AUSTIN, How to

Do Things With Words, p. 1)}.

85nustin puts it that an utterance can also "produce certain
consequential effects upon the feelings, thoughts, or actions of the

audience, or of the speaker, or of other persons™ (J.L. AUSTIN, How to Do

Thingsgg}th Words, "p. 101).

665ee Ibid., pp. 6-7. ° ;
_ 67Cf. P. RICOEUR, ' "The Hermeneutical Function of Pistanciation” in
Hermenutics and the Human Sciences, p. 135.

*
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force and perlocutionary effects, now has a fuller extension than linquistic
content. The next section deals with the relationship between linguistic

content and extra-linguistic realitys Ricoeur explicatesxthis by the seanse-

reference dialectic,

-

3. Sense and Referénce

For Ricoeur, meaning is essentially dafined as a dialectic of sense

and reference, In this dialectic the basic difference between language.and

. the uses of language is most striking.68 Only in use (for example, as

discourse} "can what is said be distinguished from that of which one
speaks."69 The sense of meaning.is the "what is said"; it can bhe
linguistically identified as the internal structure or organization of

70

discourse, Sense is an ideal meaning wholly immanent to the discourse.

T
Language . does nét refer to anything outgide the linguistic system:

"there is no reference problem in language: signs refer to other signs

withiﬁ the same system."71 However, when we go beyond the linguistic system

to linguistic use, then "language pagses outside itself; reference is

<~

68See P. RICOEUR, 'Metaph%r and the Semantics of Dlscourae" in
The Rule of Metaphor, p. 74.

f9pia. . .

70P. RICOEUR, "Introduction" in The Rule of Metaphor, p. 6.

71
of Metaphor, - p. 747 itallcs Ricoeur's,

P. RICOQEUR, "Metaphor and the Semantlcs of Discourse” in The Rule
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the mark of the self-transcendence of languageﬂ72 oﬂly the uge of language

as an organized whole reveals the "about hhich," the reference.73

74

The event of discourse witnesses to its actuality’™ as well as to

the immediacy of the situation of discourse; The event of discourse is an

a’s

axperience of being in the worl which is the condition for its expression

in language: "ié ié because there is first something to say, because we have
an experience to bring to langgage, that conversely, language is nqg only
. : : %
directed towards ideal mednings [the sense] but also re@ers to what i§f7§
Reference relates language to the wbrld,77 True, the subject as bearer of
the identification function does involve the qﬁestion of existence becaﬁse a
squect is a gpecific object.which must have existence in order to be
‘9].den'(:ified.-"8 However, the subject's realization of existence in language
remains "a guestionéble leap geyond languagé"79 because the subject iﬁ
itself is merely a linguistic unit. Language is rescued from the suspicioﬁ

[

about its relationship to existence when reference is considered.

T21pi4. ' .

73See P, .RICOEUR, "Language as Dﬂﬁcourse" in Interpretation Theory, -
p. 19, See also P, RICOEUR, Cours sur l'herméneutique, pp. 20-21. :

74

See P. RICOEUR, "Language as Discourse" in Interpretaticn Theory,
P. 9. .

75This "experience of being in the world" is explained as
"participation® in Chapter Three below, pp. 103-107.

76P.‘RIEOEUk, "Language as Discourse" in Interpretation Theory,

p. 21.

77see 1bid., p. 20.

7830e 1Bid., p. 21.

Prpid. S ° S
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Ricoeur identifies reference as the 'w0rid" of discourse, that
mabout which® and "before which" the discourse speaks, While analysis of
the étfucture of discourse (its sense) uncovers one level of meaning, deeper
layers of meaning are also available in terms of the world of discourse.
Reference is'ﬁncovered.in the depth~-meaning of language in ugejy it poiﬁts to
extfg-iiﬁguistic reality. The reference of meaning is that logically prior
existence in which the speaké? first participates,-thén articulates; then

participates again in a new way. This adds an extra-linguistic dimension to

meaning which relates the "what is said" to the "real." While something of

the reference of meaning can be extracted from the manifest étructugg of the

T -
-

discourse itself, ﬁgmefhing more is needed to actually expose this

reference. Ricoeur shows the progression from language to reality in the

interaction of various modes of discourse.eo In tuwrn, this interaction

]

demands a return to the subject.81

We cover these two inter-related

-
—

thoughts in the next two p&ragraphs.
__ ) o §
a. FProm Language to Reality. An analytical approach resting on

semantics "can only allege the relation of language to reality buat/ cannot

A different mode of discourse is necessary

think this relation as such."82

B -
if we are able to think the relation of language to reality. This mode is

speculative discourse. 1t is not a linguistic, 4:;& a philosophical

'BO"Discoursef here is used in an equivocal sense of a particular
manner for formally discussing a topic.
: : ¢ .

, 81"Subjéct" here is’used in the phenomenological sensé of an
intuitively conscious gelf rather than the grammatical sénqe of a part of
speech, . -

82p, RICOEUR, "Metapﬁor and Philosophical Discoursge"™ in The Rule of
Metaphor, p. 303. ' ‘

L
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83 Ricoeur's basic presupposition is that there is "a

undertaking.
cgllective unity of modes of discourse as modes of use, such as poetic
discourse, scientific discourse, religious discourse, and so on.“84 This

unity allows for diverse applications of a select analytic. But within this

unity of modes of use, there is in adition a radical discontinuity that

assures the autonomy of one mode of discourse from another. The

———

discontiqiii? pfovides thelgey in going from language to reality:

/f/ﬁ\ It is only on the basis of this difference in discourse,
established by the philosophical act as such, that we can
elaborate the modaljfgies of interaction, or more precisely, of
interanimation between modes of discourse required for the task of
making explicit the ontology that underlies our investigation.85

0

This discontinuity allows for an innovative element to enter into language,

‘ Ricoeur illustrates the discontinuity by drawing on a specific
» .

example of poetic discourse, the metaphor. A metaphor\gas a semantic.

"twist™ about it that results in two interpretations: a literal
83see 1bid.
84

Ibid., p. 257.

BSIbid” p. 258, Ricoeur proceeds by first arguing tfor the
discontinuity among the modes of discourse. Drawing specifically on a
comparison of poetic and speculative discourses, he seeks to refute three
ways that poetic discourse {(which Ricoeur specifies as metaphor in his
discussions on this point) and speeulative discourse are bound together: by
Aristotle's doctrine of the .analogical unity of the multiple meanings of
being, by the onto-theclogy of the Thomists, and by the problematic of the
dead metaphor which, places metaphor ocutside m=taphysics. To ocutline
Ricoeur's arguments in even the.sketchiest of forms would take us too far
afield; for these discussions, see Ibid., pp. 259-272, 272-280, and 280-295,
respectively. At least noting his refutations shows the "need to abandon
the naive thesis that the semantics of metaphorical utterance contains
ready-made an immediate ontology, which philosophy would then have only to
elicit and to formulate™ (Ibid., p. 295). While arguing -for a radical
disgontinuity among the modes of discourse, Ricoeur's presupposition must
be recalled: that through discourses' modes of use they share a collective
unity, the second pole of the interaction. '

‘\\ '
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\ .
interpretation that takes the words at face value, and a metaphorical

interpretation that results from the innovation produced by the statement as
A
a whole. For Ricoeur, the gain in meaning is not a conceptual gain because
¥
it is a reading only between two conflicting interpretations. Rather, "the

w86

semantic shock produces a conceptual need. In saying something is like

something else, the predicative assimilation is not that of identity but
implies both sameness an%épifference. The gain in meani&g of a metaphor is
éaught in a conflict of this sameness and difference. This.describes a
"split" sense which results in a "split" reference. To lodge the spiiq
senge of a metaphorical statement within the cophla nigH says-that the Being
of the split reference is both being and not being.87 Thus, "the dynamism
of meaning allowed access to the dynamic vis?oﬁ of reality which is the

n88

implicit ontolegy of the metaphorical utterance. The movement from

language to reality occurs in the responsé to the need for conceptualization

3

demanded by the structure of meaning which determines the metaphorical

utterance.89

It is necessary ta pursue further this structure of meaning.
Ricoeur asserts that a dynamism of ﬁeanihg occurs in the dialectic

of sense and reference. In the_case of poetic discourse, Ricoeur identifies

meaning in terms of a "split" sense and reference. As we saw above in the

section on dynamism of meaning, sense is determined by the interaction of

the identification and predicative functions. While the identification

aaIbid., p. 296; italics added.

875ee Ibid., p. 297.

881pi4.

89500 Thid.
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ﬂtb function in its ‘signifying aims at singular identification, the predicative
function is a universalizing function. So the dynamism of meaning is

relegated to the crossing of two functions, the predicative (universalizing)

v

and the identification (signifying).90 This opens up two fields of
reference with two fields of meaning. The first field of meaning relates to

[

a field of reference which embodies those entities to which the predicate;
in its established meaning, can be appliéed. This is tantamount to the

literal interpretation or constituted meaning, The second field. of .meaning
+

relates to. a field of reference which embodies those entities for which\

there is no direct characterization, hence no constituted meaning. The

universalizing function of the predicate demonstrates that this second field

of meaning is hidden and must be made apparentﬁl It is this duality of
. -

referential fields that "explains how two levels of meaning are linked

vk ' >

- w32 . . . . "
_ in poetic discourse.

together
Every metaphorical utterance has an "ontological vehemence"?> sat
in motion by the second referential field which is not constituted but is an

P
unknown. This unknown cannot be reached by any explanation based on
perception or images; it requires the resources of a conceptual field.

These resources "belong to the mind itself, .. are the mind itself

reflecting upon itself."94 at this poiné, Ricoeur can define "speculative

9OSee P. RICOEUR, "Metaphor and Philosophical ‘Discourse" in

The Rule of Metaphor, pp. 297-298.

91SeerIbid., P. 29%.

21pid.

—

93 .
" 931pig
“‘-’ e" J‘ 4
941bid. ,~p.296.
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digcourse™ as the "discourse that establighes the primary notions, the
principles, that articulate primordially the space of the concept."95 The
m'\

"gpaculative is the condition of the possibility of the conceptual. It

5 a~
discoursa.“ge . )

Intexpretation guargntées that speculative“discourge does not
preclude poeatic discourse.97 This, because interpretation itself is a
composite discourse that straddles the metapho;ical and_the speculative. On
the one hand, "interpretation seeks the clarity of the concepf; on the
other, it hopes to preserve the dynamism of meaning that the concept holds
and pins downﬁgs While speculative discourse shows how language reaches
reality, poetic,discourse preserves the surplus of meaﬁing inherent in the
dynamism of discourse,

Language brings experience to its articulation in discourse.99

In
this, language begins in reaiity and mediates reality, yet requires
interpretation. For Ricoeur, the interpretation of experience itself is

dialectical. The poles of the dialectic are cognition and the bbject of

cognition: conception turns outward toward an objecty consciousness returns

951pid., p. 300.

9®1piqa.

¥7s5ee 1bid., p. 302.

expresses the systematic character of the conceptual in a second-order °

AN

981pid., p. 303. ~—

%93ee Ibid., p. 304.
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. ) ) a
. . 7
the object to the self,100 1n the last analysis, then, the movement frqm/

[ .

language to reality only happens through a return to the self as subject.

. l ,
b. Return to the Subject. Ricoeur's thesis is that language

the "being-said" of reality. Language designates both itself and its others:

Its reflective capacity "allows langugge to’ know that it is installed in

being9101 To put it another way, "the I am is more fundamental that the I
sgeakﬁdoz Language is clearly secondary,103 With a return to the subject,'

the reign of objects is shattered in favor of a "primordial belonging to a
world which we inhabit, that is to say, which at once precedes us and
receives the imprint of our works."t94  por Ricoeur, "first there is being-

in-the-world, then understanding, then interpretifg, then saying."lo5

Y ™

lOQSee P. RICOEURf "Le 'lieu' de la dialectic" in

Dialectics/Dialectiques, International Institute of Philosophy, ed. C.
Perelman (The Hague: Nijhoff, 1973), pp. 105-106. . a

: 101P. RICOEUR, "Meﬁéphor and Philosophical Discourse" in
The Rule of Metaphor, p. 304.

102P. RICOEUR, "The Question of the Subject: fhE'Challenge of
Semiolegy” in The Conflict of Interpretations, p. 265.

103

See Tbid. See also J.W. VAN DEN HENGEL, The Home of Meaning,

P« 55.
104P. RICOEUR, "Metaphor and Philosophical Discourse™ in
The Rule of Metaphor, p. 306. Ricoeur's priority of experience over
language opposas the presupbosition of linguistic analysis that experience
is not prior to language but experience itself is lingquistic. Even thought,
which may not be externalized in concretizations such as sounds or jottings,
remains an interiorization of language. Indeed, "linguistic form is the
condition of the possibility of thought" (L. DEWART,
Religion; Langquage and Truth [New York: Herder and Herder, 1970), p. 44).

105p, RICOEUR, "The Question of the Subject™ in The Conflict of
Interpretations, p. 266.
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Ricoeur notes that "s%pething must be for something to be saia, 106
While the former implicates an object or experience, the lattfer implicates a

subject. Only a subject.can Bpeak. Further, while it is theoretically

conceivable to have lanquage without a subject,lov

it is impossible to have

discourse without a subject.108 In effect, Ricoeur's insistance on a return

to the suﬁject allows for %he dialectic of discourses whereby poetic

. . . e T . )
discourse ‘gives rise to speculative discourse in a moment of self-

*

understanding.
For Ricoeur, there are three stagés of understanding that stake out

the movement which advances from living in a surplus of meaning toward

109

thought that thinks from a surplus of meaning. The first stage of

understanding is a matter of connecting the language of poetic discourse

within its total domain, within a system. This understanding involves

uncover#%g the multiple layers of meaning within the lanquage, understanding

one meaning by another, by a ritual or myth, or by unifying several levels

of experience. This,stage leads to questions which characterize the second

.

1OGP. RICOEUR, "Metaphor and Philcocsophical Discourse™ in

The Rule of Metaphor, p. 304.

. l07As belonging to the semiologicariorder, language as a system
needs no subjec see P. RICOEUR, "The Question of the Subject" in
The,Conflict of “Intexpretations, p. 260.

1OBWhich raiges langquage to the gemantic order.

109gee p, RI EUR, "The Hermeneutics of Symbols and Philosophical
Reflection: I™ in The Conflict of Interpretations, p. 287. Here, Ricoeur's
development is within the context of symbol, Whlch has a surplus of meaning
sxmilar to a metaphor, discussed above.
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stage of understanding, such as, Do I myself beliede that? What do I

personally make of these meanin'gs?llo

At the second stage, we enter, into a relationship with ‘language

.

characterized by a living in it. Calling for a critical stance that
requires inte;pretation, this stage overcomes the forgetfulness of being
because it posits the fullness of being, These first two.stages of
-understanding derive from poetic discourse, The semantic aim is a living in

language which is a grasping of the fullness of meaning. If we remain at

the first stage of understanding, we can never grasp the fullness of being,

-

If we remain at the second stage of understanding, we can never’entar into a
dialectic of poetic and speculative discourses, It is only at the third

stage of understanding that a properly philoscophical stage is reached.l11
The third stage of understanding is a reflective sﬁage

characéerized ‘by thought starting from language.112 Through reflection,

this stage permits a positing of self "within all the density of its

nll3

works. At this final stage, all understanding is self-understanding

because of the relationship of self to works., The relationship of language
to reality is finally made explicit in terms of the self-understanding which
is a task: "that of equating my concrete experience with the affirmation: T

22:&14 In other words, self-understanding is the realization of a new "I

1lOSee Ibid. \\\\4
/

11156e 1bid., pp. 297-298.

112

113?. RICOEUR, "The Hermeneutics of Symbols and Philosophical
Reflection: II" in The Conflict of Interpretations, p. 328. :

o

See Ibid.

114Ibid., P. 329; italics Ricoeur's.
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am," Ultimately, the relationship of language ana feality demangi\a

reflective process which views human action beyond a linguistic level, Now,
. 4

human action is viewed as "a good referent" 13 for discourse as well as a

way of living that results from discourse.

The recovery of the fullness of meaning is only possible when the
richness of digcourse is plumbeé. It 1s largely the grammar of'the.sentence‘
that carries the freight of meaning., Yet, our operative concept has been
"discourse."” 'Composed of sentences, discourse necessarily has an inherent
logical flow about it if the communicative act is to make any sense at all
to the interlocutors. However, there is amother kind of discourse that has

a morg purposeful structure about it suggesting that the recovery of meaning

through that structure is‘gnen more fruitful. With the notion of text,

~

116

another dimengion is added to the recovery of meaning: ‘the importance of

discourse configured as a whole.

C. Text

For Ricoeur, a text has ar intended configuration that is lacking
in discourse. It is true, inm a discourse such as a conversation there is a

logical flow; most conversations are not "streams of consciousness.” But in

115P. RICOEUR, "Explanation and Understanding: On Some Remarkable
connections Among the Theory of the Text, Theory of Action, and Theory of
History" in The Philosophy of Paul Ricoeur: An Anthology of His Work, ed.
C.E., Reagan and D, Stewart (Boston: Beacon Press, 1978), p. 160.

116J:B. Thompséa's critique of Ricoeur's use of reference is more
favorable with the notion of text: "The core of Ricoeur's contribution to
the problem of reference is to be found at the level of text" {(J.B.
THOMPSON, Critical Hermeneutics: A Study in the Thought of Paul Ricoeur and
Jirgen Habermas (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 19811, p. 192).
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spite of a 1ogic;1 flow, the shaping of a conversation is usually not prae-
determined; a conversation unfolds according to the give-and-take of the

intgrlocutors.

The purposeful creation of a textll? imﬁlies the purposaful
creation of meaning. With the advent of text, the recovery of meaning must

necessarily take into consideratioh how the text is structured. Because it

-

is a. structured whole, any analysis of texts must proceed from a

consideration of the whole.ll8

Ricoeur uses the "term 'work' to describe the closed sequence of

- discourse which can be considered as a text.,119  ge implies by this that

the creation of a text demands effort; the progess by which a text comes
into existence is so importantlzo as to actually precipitate the components
by which a text is identified'apd through which meaning can be determined.
Meaning, then; is fadically affected by these components; they are three:

composition, literary genre, and style,

117'I‘he word "text™ conjures up the notion of "writing" for most

" people: newspapers, magazines, term papers, are "texts,” Ricoeur,. however,

does not necessarily.limit the notion of text to written text., Thus
ballads, narrative poems, myths are all texts because they have the
characteristic of configured structure, even though all derive basgically

from oral traditions. The special case of written text is examined in the
next section.

118See P. RICOEUR, "Metaphor'and the Semantics of Discourse” in
The Rule of Metaphor, pp. 68-69, :

119?. RICOEUR, "Metaphor and the Problem of Hermeneutics" in

Hermeneutics and the Human Sciences, p. 166. See also P, RICOEUR, "Metaphor

and Reference" in The Rule of Metaphor, p. 219.

‘1205ee J.W. VAN DEN HENGEL, The Home of Meaniﬁq} P. 41. BSee D.
PELLAUER, "The Significance. of the Text"” in Studies in the Ehilosophy of
Paul Ricoceur, pp. 108-109 for a broad overview of the notion of text in

Ricoeur's earlier as well as later writings.
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1, Composition v

121

A text doas not just happen, but a true text is a production, a

"form applied to some matter in order to shape ig 122 Through the wofk of

production, text is integral: "A text is more than a linear succession of

sentences, It is a cumulative, holistic pn:ce.'uszs.“lz3 Batween a "once upon
a time" and a "they lived happily ever after" there is an intenticonal
organization which characterizes a particular text and requires effort to

124 In other words, text is composed. It is

produce as a structurgd work.
not a haphazard combining of propositions, but it "is a particular sequence
of senteéces which in their-configuration form a totality that is
wl25

“The configured nature of a text suggests it does not arise out of
thin air, nor does it lead to some nether land. As Ricogu? explains, "What

ig at stake, tH@refcre, is the concrete process by which the textual

configuration mediates betwsen the prefiguration of the practical field and

E

t

12153e P. RICOEUR, "The Hermenehtical Function of Distanciation” in
Hermeneutics and the Human Sciences, p. 132.

122P. RICOEUR, "gpeaking and Writing"™ in Interpretation
TheOE!: P« 32,
123 .

P, RICOEUR, "The Model of the Text" in
Hermeneutics and the Human Sciences, p. 212, See also P. RICOEUR, "Metaphor
and Reference” in The Rule of Metaphor, p. 219.

12454 P. RICOEUR, "The Hermeneutical Function of Distanciation" in

Hermeneutics and the Human Sciences, p. 132. See also P. RICOEUR, "Metaphor

and Reference™ in The Rule of Metaphor, p. 219 and Cours sur
l'herméneutique, pp. 38-52.

125

J.W. VAN DEN HENGEL, The Home of Meaning, p. 41.
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its refiguration through the reception of the work."t26  raxt is,a mediator
between the human living which roots the production of the text and the

motivation ‘to action (praxis) which dialoguing with a text precipitates in

127

the recipient. From its inception to conclusion, therefore, a text is

rooted in human action. No wonder Ricoeur insists that text formation is a

Eroéess. It is not an arbitrary process, however; the configuring of

sentences to form a text is accomplished according to certain rules,

-

pointing us to the second component of a text,

2. Literary Genre

-

The composition of a text follows rules of linguistic cédification

which make the text a particular kind of configuration, identified as a

128 -

L2
literary genre. Literary genres are the generative devicesl29 which

determine a text to be a narrative or poem {(or whatever)., They are derived

from examining existing literary works in a comparative procedure which

lzGP. RICOEUR, Time and Narrative, Volume 1, trans. K. McLaughlin

and D, Pellauer (Chicago: gniversity of Chicago Press, 1984), p. 53,
Original French edition is Temps et Récit, Tome 1 (Paris: Editions du Seuil,
1983).

1270his insight is so important as to actually characterize
Ricoeur's method of textual hermeneutics, discussed-in Chapter Three below.

. 12850e b, RICOEUR, "The Hermeneutical Punction of Distanciation" in
Hermeneutics and the Human Sciences, p. 136.

1298ee P. RICOEUR, "Speaking and Writing” in Interpretation Theory,

. pP. 32. As with text, literary genres are usuvally thought of in terms of

written material. In applying the notion of literary genre to discourse,

‘Ricoeur remarks that there is a "specific affinity that reigns between

writing and specific codes which generate the works of discourse. This
affinity is so close that we might be tempted to say that even oral
expressions of poetic or narrative compositions rely on the processes
equivalent to writing ... memory appears as. the support of an inscription
similar to that provided by external marks" (Ibid., p. 33).

\ -- | o
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explicates the rules involved for each specific genre. Litérary genres

. belong to the general domain of tools available for generating literary

worksy genres are not limited to specific fields (sucﬁ as what rwe usually

4

think of as "literature") but cut across all fields that employ texts. For

example, narrative as a genre is found in a literary work such as a novel,
. . . R

but it may alsoc be found in other diverse works such as biography,

+*
L]

historical reporting, scientific field study reports, and scriptural and

liturgi;al texts, -

Without liéera:y genres serving # generative devices, new entities
larger than the sentence lasping longer than &an iﬁéﬁﬁ%ce of discourse c;uld
not be prodpced.lao Because it is a generative device, the choice of thch
literary genre to draw upon enters into Ehe intended_meahing'éf the text.
Interpreting the‘meaning of a text necessari}y involves addressing the
choice and use_of the literary genré'which generated the text. Yet, this is

*

still not all that enters into the question of recovering meaning in a text.

F

Two individuals might begin with the same Topic using the same literary

genre in generating two texts, but those texts may end up very different. A

o
good example of this ia the three synoptic Gospels; allvthree use the gospel

-~ .genre, all three address the life, death, and resurrection of the same’

historical Jesus, yet all three Gospels are very different. Another good

1

example is liturgical texts where the celebration of a local worshipping
- . ’

community makes their celebration diffdrent from all other%& In additien to

composition and literarzkgenre, a third codpofient enters into the production

of a text: style,

1307p44.
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0 3. Style ' '

A

e
. \
LA ' e

oo . . . +
Texts exhibit elements of style which particularize them in dertain

ways.lal“ Style links a text to a particular speaker or author. As we

mentioned above, while there may be many narratives (to use just one example

of a literary genre) about thé same topic, style sfamps this particular
narrative as different from that particular narrative. By means of style,

R
, - ad
structure is particular; style lends to a text a kind of singular

s M .

identification,

-The‘style component of text accents the noetic dimension of
meaning, A speaké;/aﬁiho;is individﬁalitg remains so that the recovery of
meaning is never totally sévéred from théuéerson or situation at the source

. of the text. A note .of caution is in order, however: this individuality

-

speaker/author's psyche. Precisely because style is inscribed in“texy is

Fe

the latter released from its singularity "in much the same way that a

Al

” ' predicate in a sentence releases the ipdividuality of the subject."132
Style is a matter of contributing to the fullness of “meaning within the

parameters of composition and genre; it is not a matter of reverting meaning

[

back-to a speaker/author. Here again, we encounter the event-meaning pair
. "h .'.ﬁ\

in the relationship between the particularity of style and the universality

b

of genre,

f . These three components of composition, liter;}y genre, and style

, bring text from a macro-structure {composition) level to a micro-structure

n

@ N\ 3!See 1bid., p. 33.
t
: \\?2J.W. VAN DEN HENGEL, The Home of Meaning, p. 43.
" ™~ .
\\ - '
A

does not relegate the recovery of meaning to a ﬁatter of "climB!Eﬁ inside” a

[
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‘[é ‘ {styliscic) fevel: the literary genre mediates these general and particular
levels. There is an organization and purposefulness about éext that
aistiﬁgdishes it from simplefdiscod}se. As a work of‘production a text
displays ééstructure that is constitutive of its meaning. This is a

- critical Jjuncture for hermeneuticas. To change that structure is to change
the ﬁeaning.' To uncover that structure is to uncover the meaning.

In spoken digcourse, meaning is largely determined bx the
.dialogical situation, Meaning is tied into the intentiopality of the
speakar and the megsage s/he wishes to convey to the ihterlocutor(s). How
tha intarlgcutor(s) understands the message is aided:by the gestﬁres, voice
tone, conéqct, etc, of the speaker and by the shared context of the
dialbgical situation. In spoken aiscourse, the meéﬁing almost éoinéides
':- with the spéech event. Evean when spoken discourse takes on the formal

components cohstituent f text, meaning is largely determined by%the
dialogical situation. Thus, myths shared by a people generally need no
"explanation,™ but are "understood.” Somefhing else quite different happens
when that text is w%itten. An examination of the recovery of meaniné from a
_ writfen text is the final step in our enquiry into thé Eullness of meaning.

-

D. Written Text \

Writing explodes the singularity of the discourse event into a
universal fesidue that can be recognizedyiifr and over again. In other
words, the “what is said" is recorded so that it can be repeated in many
gsituations at different times. Hence, a whole ner re;ationship ensues, The

[?1 t;:;icing-reading pair replaces the dialogical relationship of the speaking-

‘#9 hearing pair. In this there is an upheaval of the shared world of the
/

- | /
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situation ofl/the dialogical relationship of discourse. The reader is not
confined to the situation of the author as the hearer is confined to the
situation of the speaker. Through the freeing effect of going from

discourse to writing, the writing-reading pair takes on a life of its own.
) 1

.

Ricoeur insists that "the relation between writing ana reading is né longer
a-particular case of the relation between'ﬁpeaking and heafing";133 the
"freeing of the written material ;ith respect to the dialogical condition of
. - e : .

discourse is the most significant effect of writiﬁgfl34 A.whole range of .
consequences opens whén writing is freed from a éialogical situa;ioq; these
changes radically affect the recovery of meaning.

The most obvious conséquence in going from speaking to writiﬁg
concerns the medium of exchange: in speaking, that meéium is the human voice

and/or gestures; in writing, the medium is the external marks on stone or

paper (or whatever), What is fixed is the "said" of speaking.lBs The

“implication here is that meaning can be detached from the dialogical

situation. <Certain other consequences follow from this.
First, the self-reference of communication is affected. In
discourse, self-reference is immediate since there is a shared situation

between the interlocutors. Consequently, the intention of the speaker and

the meaning of the discourse intersect. 1In the case of writing, however,

131%. RICCEUR, "The Hermeneutical PFunction of Distanciation” in
Hermeneutics and the Human Sciences, p. 139, See also Cours sur

1'herméneutique, pp. 24-32, -~

1349; RICOEUR, "The Hermeneutical Function of Distanciation" in
Hermeneutics and the Human Sciences, p. 139. :

1355, RICOEUR, "Speaking and Writing” in_Interpretation Theory,
p- 27. ' )
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there is no longer a shared situation between the writer and reader, and so
the intention of the writer does not identify the verbal meaning of what is

written., This semantic autonomy of writing makes the recovery of meaning

136

more complex. The authorial meaning is refined to a dimension of the

writing and is recovered only in the writing.
Second, the audience toward whom communication is directed is

affected. In discourse, the hearar is ;gomeone who is determined in advance

by the diélogical situationt37

-

a universal audience who could conceivably be anyone who reads; the semantic

On the contrary, writing is, addressed to

. y .
autonomy of the text allows for a universal range of readers. Yet, a text

138

creates its own audience which also makes a text contingent. Since a

text addtesses a certain segment of tﬁf public, reading is a social

‘phanomenon subject to limitations of exclusion and admission., Thus, "the

recognition of the work by the audience created by the work is an

unpredictable event"139

which makes a text significant and enduring and open
to muitiple intarpreﬁations by a larger audience, or makes a text
insignificant, pasging, and limited in interpretation.

Third, the reference is affected. In oral discourse, reference is

ostensive; that ig, it is a known, shared reference arising from the shared

dialogical situation .of the interlocutors. An ostensive reference can be

\

e ” | .

13650e 1bid., pp. 29-30.

1371hig., p. 31.

138See Ibid.

1391pia.
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- further detected through indicators such as demonstratives, adverbs of time

and place, verb tenses, and definite descriptions}Ao All these point to
singular identifications which make the reference the speaker intends clear

to the hearer. But "the functioning of reference is prpfoundly altered when

it is no longer possible to identify the thing spoken about as part of the

common situation of the interlocutors."141 The alteration of the reference
that takes place wheﬁ passing from speaking to writing consists in'i;s
removal from the shared situation‘of the interlocutors/ﬁhere raference is
ostensive. J'\ﬁ'{lile some ostensive indicators may remain in writing through
certain gramm;tical devices inscripﬁion may emplo?,- Qriting nevertheless
opens up a gap "between identification and monstration,"142 1n writing,
reference is freed "from thé limits of situational reférenceﬂl43 Refe;ence.
is a possible "world"® addressed.to the reader., It is an "unostensive;
\ -

reference in that it is no longer a manifested reference arising out of the

shared situation of the interlocutors, but rather now the reference is part

. 140g,¢ 'p, RICOEUR, "Speaking and Writing"” in
Interpretation Theory, pp. 34-35.

1419. RICOEUR, "The Hermeneutical Punction of Distanciation" in

Hermenentics and the Human Sciences, p. 140. See also "Speaking and

Writing™ in Interpretation Theory, p. 34.

1429. RICOEUR, "Speaking and Writing"™ in Interpretation Thecry,

p. 35.

1431pid., p. 36.

N
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C§‘ of the meaning uncovered within the v.arr:itinq.144 .Reference carries writing

to the level of pogsibility as opposeé to the ready—at—hand'reference of
discourse. |
The process of thé recovery of meaning has its reward on each level
through which it paéses. In this process, it dpés-not hav? to be a matter
- of opting for one level of meaning (with its particular reward) over
another, For‘fxample, while the shared dialogicél situation of discourse
allows for a shared reference to gnter into the meaning of a discourse, this
does not necessarily' have to happen at the expense of the inherent
objectivity of language and the meaﬁing that can be uncovered through a
purely linguistic analysis. The important point is, of course, that the
hrecoveryrqf me;ning from a written text has the decided adv;ntage of
c " incorporating the rewards plumbed from énalyses at othér leyels. Ricoqur
' maintains tha? the written text proffers the fullness of meaniﬁg; hé di?ects
his unique method for recovering that meaning teo this kind of text. A few

preliminary remarks on hermeneutics and liturgical text are in order before

turning to the next chapter and Ricoeur's method of textual hermeneutics.

E. Hermeneutics and Liturgical Text

Like its non~liturgical counterparts, a liturgical text is a text

v

precisely because it is a work larger than a. sentence that has order and

unity about it. The liturgical text is a closed sequence of discourse; it

14?In writing we speak of a "split reference" where there is both

cb-n - " an ostensive, descriptive reference detected in the grammar as well as an

¢ unostensive reference that cannot be said in a direct, descriptive way. See
Ibid., p. 37.

4
\k{
—~
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has a beginning and an end and an internal logic that connects them. Aany

“

hermeneutics of a liturgical text is concerned with uncovering this inner

-logic as a structure unique to that text.

The various layers of meaning that may be uncovered in language,

discourse, text, and written text are especially significant with respect to

the liturgical text. As written, a liturgical text can be taken up and used

again and again by a worshipping community because of the semantic autonomy

proper to written text: But also, because it i3 celebrated, that text

emphasizes event, lending it an historical dimension part and parcel of its

meaning.

Since it is a text, the three components of any text alsoc figure

into uncovering the depth meaning of a liturgical text. But each of these

components reflects its own special flaver when tzgy contribute to the

formation of a liturgical text., The composition component is now ne longer

the work of a single speaker or author, but rather the domposite work of a

.

whole tradition of worshipping communities who have shaped the text. The

literary genre that generated a liturgical text incorporates a creative use

of numerous genres (for example, hymns, narration, and pog;;yf that renders

a genre unique to liturgical texts, Finally, style is especially .

particularized by the community who celebrates a liturgical text.

Determining the meaning of a liturgical text must not only take

seriously the process of recovery of meaning and the components of text, but

it must do so within the gpecialized milieu in which the liturgical text is

celebrated., 'The "reading"™ of a liturgical text is, in actuality, its

celebration., From this, certain questions loom:

meaning of a liturgical text a wholly subjective

Is the recovery of the

venture depending on its
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particular celebration‘by‘a local worshipping community? Or is there an
objectivity about its meaning tﬁat threads its way into each celebratiop,
minimizing a conflict of interpretations?‘ These questions lead us in the
direction of identifying a mephodology thap réspects both questions., In his
method of textual hefﬁaﬁeutics, R}éoeur takes up these kinds of queétions.

Chapter Three addresses Ricoeur's method of ‘textual hermeneutics.



CHAPTER THREE

RICOEUR'S METHOD OF TEXTUAL HERMENRUTICS

Chapter Twoﬁs explorations into the recovery of meaning reveal a
new possibility for abproaching meaning paving the way for a fresh approach
to liﬁprgical texts from within the texts themselwas. By Ricoeur'srdefining
meaning as the dialectic of sense and reference, he shows an interplay
between the ideal obﬁéctiyity of the sense of meaning ang the priority of
the mode éf existence of the reference of meaning. The recbvery of meaning
through internal structuvres is not accomplished apart from language's
function of mediating reality. R, ‘

The task of this pfesent chapter is to outline Ricoeur's method for
elicitihg meaning from a text. .Ricoeur creatiy%ly uses the linguistic tools
at hand, weaving these tools into a usable methed to be applied to a variety
of texts. Through his helpful distinction of meaning as sense and
reference, he respects the integral objectivity of a text itself éo deliver
up its own me;ning as well as gives credence to a reality underpinning
texts., The first part of this chapter addresses the key dialectic of
Ricoeur's method, that of explanation and understanding, which embraces both
this objectivit; and the modes of existence at the heart of texts., The
gsecond part presents the three moments of Ricoeur's method of textual
hermeneutics which concretize the explanation—undefstanding dialectic in a
workable method;iogical approach to texts. The 'chapter next includes a

L
preliminary application of the three moments of the method to liturgical
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texts. Finally, we set out an agenda for testing the proposed liturgical

mathodology on a select liturgical text.

A. Explanation-Understanding Dialectic

The key dialectic of Ricoeuf's &ethod, explanation and
understanding, is related to the key dialectic of the textual moment, sense
and reference, By placing emphasis on this latte;'dialectic, Ricoeur claims
that in addition to an objective sense of a text, there is a referential
meaning that links a text tolreality. For Ricoeur, the sense of meaning
lies in the linguistic struéture itself and is_recovered thrbugh a
scientific approach teo a text, for example, By utilizing structural
analysisy this is the explanation pole of the methodological dialectic which
Ricoeur calis the "methodic" pole, Scientific, explanatory methods,
however, cannot uncover the referential meaning of a text. A "nonmethbdic"
pole is requiféd that points to this. extra-lingquistic reality; this is the
understanding pole of thelmethodological dialectic,

-- Ricoeur's method of textual hermeneutics flows from these two
poles, explanation and understanding, the methodic and nonmethodic poles,
respectively., They are central to Ricoeur's textual hermeneutics because
they allow for a fecovery of both sense and‘reference from within a text
itself. The methodic poie focuses on explanation which is an analytic

moment of the text; the nonmethodic pole” focuses on understanding which

derives from the interpreter's /way pf ewisting.

For Ricoeur, therje is no opposition between explanation and

understanding. He sees the central problem of hermeneutics as overcoming
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the opposition between explanation and understandin‘g1 that Romanticist
hermeneutics had positmiz For the latter, explanation and understanding
each represent "a distinct and irreducible mode of intelligibility.“3 That

is, they are not in a dialectical relationship, but they are mutually

’ exciusive modes of methodology and reality. Explanation belongs properly to

- A
the natural sciences and understanding belongs to the human sciences.4 This

opposes two methodologies and "two spheres of reality, nature and mind.“5

Against this opposition, Ricoeur sees explanation and'understanding as a

dialectic,- as having "relative moments in a complex process called

lsee P. RICOEUR, "The Task of Hermeneutics" in Hermeneutics and ﬂgé
Human Sciences: Essays on Langquage, Action and Interpretation, ed. apd
trans. J.B. Thompson (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981), p. 43.

2The eighteenth century marked the development of hermeneutics into
a philosophical problem. In reaction teo the Enlightenment's emphasis on
reascon, Romanticism emphasized life. In this latter vein, Romanticist
hermeneutics tried to reach the thought which produced a discourse (see P,
RICOEUR, Cours sur l'herméneutique [Louvain: Institut Supérieur de
Philosophie, 1971%1972, memeographl, p. 77), appealing to a living relation
with the creative process {see Ibid.,, p. 71) thus seeking to understand the
author even better than the author understoocd her/himself. The Romanticist
hermeneutical problem takes as fundamental the coherence of history as the
expression of life {see Ibid., p. 82)., Romanticist hermeneutics also
responded to another cultural fact of its time, positivism, whereby it
undertook to ground the human sciences in an epistemology and methodology as
objective as that of the natural sciences (see Ibid., pp. 82-83). This sets
up an opposition between explanation and understanding in which hermeneutics
can be none other than an epistemological concerm.

3p, RICOEUR, "Explanation and Understanding” in Interpretation
Theory: Discourse and the Surplus of Meaning (Ft. Worth: The Texas Christian

University Press, 1979), p. 72.
- 4gee Ibid.

51bid., p. 73. -



o
SARN

» ) -

-

P Method of Textual Hermene?ﬁlcs 97
intérpretation."6 For Ricoeur, interpretation is not "a particular case of
understanding"7 as Romanticist hermeneutics would have ity rather,

hermeneuties is "the theory of operations of understanding in their relation

to the interpretation of texts,"8 Since, according to Ricoeur,

+—-, Understanding is a nonmethodic moment in touch with the-reality underpinning

N

texts, hermeneutics 1s essentially concerned with exposing this reality as a

proper objegt of interpretation. Yet, the reality is exposed through the

help of tfe methodic, explanatory pole.

Ricoeur overcomeg the opposition between explanation and
understgnding by retaining_ an analytic of language (explanation) directed
to a text? whose very structure points to a way of existing (understanding)
in terms of the text's objectification of the signs of sgelf-existence, The
structured language of a text is the ievel at which understanding

10

operates, As an analytic device Ricoeur's method of textual hermeneutics

disclaims analysis of individual linguistic signs or symbols and regards

~>

6P. RICOEUR, "Explanation and Understanding: On Some Remarkable
Connections Among the Theory of the Text, Theory of Action, and Theory of
History™ in The Philosophy of Paul Ricoeur: an Anthology His Work, ed. C.E.
Reagan and D. Stewart (Boston: Beacon Press, 1978), P. 150.

7P. RICOEUR, "Explanation and Understanding” in Interpretation
Theor : DPa 73.

8The present analysis reflects Ricoeur's later philosophical
journey in which text is his focus. In his earlier work, Ricoeur's indirect
ontology was unfolded in terms. of an analytic of language at three levels:
the semantic, reflective, and existential levels (see P, RICOEUR, "Existence
and Hermeneutiecs" in THe Conflict of Interpretations: Essays in
Hermeneutics, ed. D. Ihde’ Evanston: Northwestern University bress, 1974],
pp. 11-24). .

9See }bid., p. 10.

1OP. RICOEUR,i"The Task of Hermeneutics™ in Hermeneutics and the
Human Sciences, p. 43. :

1
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N

more complex works, texts. It can thus integrate the positive contributions
of linguistics, structuralism, and bhilosophy‘of language into a single,-
larger fFamework.ll In this, the text as the object of hermeneutics né)
ionger delivers up layers of meaning of symbols,12 but its interpretation

involves the self-implicating task of understanding. The latter is a

recognition of the signs of our self-existencib;within the language of a’

‘text. The task of understanding, then, concerns our que of existenca.

Thé proper object of hermeneutics ié ggx_%uman work that has a
structure analogous to the structure of a textl3 reQulting in understanding\
which operateé différently in different modes of discourse, In oral
discourse, “mutual‘understanding relies on gsharing the same sphere of
w14 '

meaning. In other words, mutual understanding is possible because of the

shared ostensive reference of the interlocutors. Here, understanding and

explanation almost coincide since the dialogical situation allows for the
I

llSee’b. PELLAUER, "The Significance of the Text in Paul Ricceur's
Hermeneutical Theory" in Studies in the Philosophy of Paul Ricoeur, ed. C.E.
Reagan -{Athens: Ohio University Press, 1979), p. 112.

12

See, fdr example, P. RICOEUR, "Existence and Hermeneutics" in The

.Conflict of Interpretations, p. 13, for his early linking of hermeneutics

directly to deciphering the different layers of meaning of symbols, His
later appreoach to interpretation is in line with his text theory and is
defined in terms of the dialectic of explanation and understanding. The
important thing to keep in mind is that, for Ricoeur, interpretation has an
ontological_moment (see P. %EPOEUR, Cours sur l'herméneutique, pp. 57-63).

P
13See P, RICOEUR, "Existence and Hermeneutics" in The Conflict of
Interpretations, p. 13.

14?. RICOEUR, "Explanation and Unde;standing" in Interpretation
Theory, p. 73.

¢ a
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,é give—and-fake of questions and answers between the interlocutors which can
verify the interpretation:ls
. ]
- When oral discourse gives way to writing, "the develgpment of

explanation as an au(:ouomous process proceeds from the extericrization of
the event in the meaanin'c_;."l6 Because of this.exteriorization, a text can be
approached on its own grsund where explanation is precipitated .by
understa‘r;ding in addition to being directed toward understanding. There is

a movement from undergstanding as a "naive grasping of the meaning of the

text as a whole"l’ to explanation to uncierstanding' as a "sophisticated mode
.

of understanding, supported - by explanatory g:u.‘ocedures.."l8

Explanation is
"the mediation between two stages of understanding."lg It is helpful to
further clarify the mediating rc-ale of explanation,

Understanding-explanation~understanding is concretized in the

~

hermeneutical enterprise as guess—'validation—appropriaj:io;g._zo The first
instance of understanding (also called "pre-understanding”) can be merely a

guess because there is no longer present the shared meaning of discourse,

21

To gquess is to generate a new event, In guessing, the meaning of a text

15P. RICOEUR, "Explanation arid Understanding™ in. The Phialosophy of
Paul Riccdeur, p. 153.

16}?. RICOEUR, "Explanation and Understanding™ in Interpretation
1heery, p. 74. ; .

\  1nia.
181hig,

- 191pid;, p. 757 italics mine. /

E

gee 1hid., p.: 74.

@ ' 2lgee 1bid., p. 75. See also P. _RICOEUR, "The Model of the Text"
in Hermeneutics and the Human Sciences, p. 211,
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is construéd as a whole) as individual, and as having potential meanings
t n be actualized in different ways.22 This requires verification,
wh}ch is the aim oﬁ explanation; .
'“3E§planation is the validation of the guess which is not a question
of empirical verification but an argument that one interpretation is mora
probable than another.?3 This_is a new way ofllooking at‘thinqs from the
sense of meaning of writing itself,24 opening up a possible world., This new
and possible world is the text's reference of meaning. Textiis never a
static, dead deocument since it requires an interaction-response on the part
of the reade;. A text that is, indeed, "read" is a text that .gives way to
human action. Thé very reading of a text is a human act becatse of the
requireménts the text places on its xeader which ieads to the second
ingtance of uﬁderstanding (ai;S called "self—understahding"h
The sgcond‘instance of understanding -is a self-understanding; tﬁat

ig, it is the making of our own (appropriation) a "possible world and of a

possible way of orientating oneself w;thin it,“25 the creating of a new mode

2256e P. RICOEUR, "Explanation and Understanding™ in Interpretation
ThEOrz, po 76-780

{/ 23See Ibid. See also P. RICQEUR, "The Model/ of the Text" in

Heﬁmeneutics and the Human Sciences;--pp. 212-213.

24picoeur sees a new way-.of-1lo kin things resulting from
structuzjﬁ analysis, the intermediary beffweefi the ive interpretation of
the gue and the critical interpretation wf’understaniing. See P. RICOEUR,
"Explanation and Understanding” in Interpretation Theory, p. 87. Elgewhere,
Ricoeur notes that "the function of structural analysjs is to lead from
surface semantics ... to the ultimate 'referznt' ... " {P. RICOEUR, "The

Model of thé Text" in Hermeneutics and the Human Sciencesd, p. 217},

25p, RICOEUR, "Explanation and Understanding” in Interpretation
Theory, p. B88. See also P. RICOEUR, "The Model of the Text®” in

Hermeneutics and the Human Sciences, pp. 217-218.

&
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of exiatlnq.zs It would seem like we are trapped in the perenni;k

27

hermeneutical circle, where our anticipation of meaning is projected into:

the actual interpretation. There is more at-gtake in Ricoeur'¥ methodology

than.thist which enables him to claim self*underataqding'as a new mode of
existing. We raturn to the key dialectic of the textual moment, sense and

refarence. Taxt is referential, but “referring‘ig not something done by an

expression; it is somathing done by someone when using an expression."28

.That is, the interpreter chposes to "actualize the potential non-ostensive

raferencesn oflthe tegt ig a new. situation, that of the readerﬂ?g For

-

ST
Ricoeur, the herWencutical circle is not a vicious one3C pcause the
Ead . .

interpreper chooses possibilities to. be éctualized when s/he makes them
her/his own,

The process of interpretation begins with our recognition of the
potenticl meaniﬁgs of‘; text constrgéd as a wholeh it ends with one or more
of ﬁhose meanings bécoming our an; "In- this proceéé the mediating role
played by structural analysi's [explanation] constitutes both the

. AN
justification of this objective approach and the rectification of the

I

3

. 260f. P, RICOEUR, "Explanation and Understanding™ in Interpretation
Theory, p. 88, ' "
27

""See P. RICOEUR, “The Model of the Text" in Hermeneutics and the
Hyman Sciences, pp. 212 and 221, :

28P. RICOEUR, "Language and Ontolegy™ in Main Trends in Philgsophy,
ad., P. Ricoeur (New York: Holmes & Meier Publishers, Inc., 1979), p. 123;
italics ‘mine, ' :

29?. CDEUR, “The Model of the Text" in Hermeneutics and the Human

0g5ee 1Bid., p. 221.
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3 subjective approac:h."31 In Ricoeur's method of textual hermeneutiés, tha -

A ’
art of interpretation is a dynamic process.32

B. Three Methodological Homenté

) ]
 Ricoeur's insistance that interpretation is a process highlights

the activity character of his method. "Activity," here, has a broad
extension. It implicates the lived -experience which the author draws upon
in her/his creative task and in which the reader §articipatés i“,.&f moment of
pre—understéndling; it implicates the capacity of t:.he text itself to
incorporats«a,iahqfua_ge of human acticn in the ve;‘y language of the text

whose sensg is uncovered in the moment of explanation; and, finally,

"activity",implicates the receiving of the text by a reader in a moment of

j

=k new self-:understanding. For Ricoeur, the power of a text is to conduct one
from the side of the author to the side of the reader in a.dynamic
hermeneutical process. In-this, a text is a mediating faculty; at stake is

the transition from the situation of the author to the reception of a work

33

by the reader. The entire hermeneutical process implicates human action:

a complete work derives from the human activity of the author and culminates
in the human activity of the reader. The task of textual hermeneutics is

]

A h -

to reconstruct .the set of operations by which a work lifts itsel’{
above the opague depths of living, acting, and suffering, toc be
given by an author to readers who receive it and thereby change
their acting. ... Hermeneutics ... is- concerned with reconstructing

o

3lIbid., p. 218; italics Ricceur's, ‘

32Cf. P. RICOEUR, Time and Narrative, Volume 1, trans, K.
McLaughlin and D. Pellauer (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1984),
p. 53.

e
a1 ¥
:I’ 335¢e Ibid.
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- the enéire'arc,of operations by which practiéal experience provides
itself with works, authors, and readers.

The‘reconstruqting derives from the text,.is mediated by it, and unites
;hree distinct methodological moments: participation, diétanciation, and
apgropriation. Thege.thfee moments concretize the explanation-understanding
dialectic, circumscribing Ricoeur's method of textual hermeneutics.

1. Participation: Pre~understanding

Participation implies a pre=-understanding of the world of human
action, perceived from two vantage points. From one vantage point,

participation is "an entirely positive condition which would be better

expressed by the concept of belongingﬂ35 Belonging is basically our being -

given over fo ourselves, From another vantage point, participation can be
exteriorized; it can be communicated over time and distance, recegnizing
that we are not the starting point of our own life, Participétionﬁs two’
vgntage points of belonging and communicg;ion are the focus of the'next two

paragraphs.

a, Belonging. Belonging .

designates the nonmethodic pole, dialectically oppoded to the pole
. of explanation in every intefpretive science, and it designates the
indicator, no longer methodical but verifying, of the ontological
relation of belonging of our being to beings and to Being. The
rich ambiguity of the word understandifi is that it designates a

T moment in the theory of methdd, the tne we call the nonmethodic

™

341pia.

35?. RICOEUR, "Phenomenology and Hermeneutics" in Herﬁéneutics and
the Human Sciences, p. 105. g !
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pole, and the apprehension, at a level other [than scientific, of
our belonging to the whole of what ig.S5®

This belonging is grasped as 4 structural whole, ‘answ ring the queastion
"an" in addition to the question "who" or "whatﬂ37‘ The unity of goals,
motives, and agents is first grasped as a "belonging—-to" which results in
our being thrubt into situations not chosen and.being affected by things not
38 Ricoeu§4is not perpetrating his own brand.of

determinism here. He is simply asserting that a text is a human mediation

pf the objectification of the signs of self-existence. Text advances our

*

.participation in life from interiorization to exteriorization., Human

mediation permits a projection outside of self as works of the artist,
legislator, educator;39 that is, as texts, Qur point is, these

objectifications of human existence derive from our participation in human
hY

.

.36P. RICOEUR, "Explanation and Understanding" in The Philosophy of
Paul Ricoeur, p. 165; italics Ricoeur's. Already in his pre-linguistic
philosophy Ricoeur had investigated the notion of particibation as a
dialectic of affirmation and negation leading from a joyful affirmation of
our existence to a recognition of our finitude, with "feeling” as the link.
See P, RICOEUR, Fallible Man, Philosophy of the Will, Part II: Finitude and
Guilt, Book I: Fallible Man, trans. C. Kelbley (Chicago: Regnery, 1965}, pp.
123-202. Alsc, see P, RICOEUR‘ "Le sentiment” in Edmund Husserl: 1859-1959,
Recueil commémoratif Publié a l'occasion du centenaire de la naissance du
philosophie, Phaenomenologica 4 (la Haye: Martimus Nijhoff, 1959), pp. 260-
274. In "Negativity and Primary Affirmation," Ricoeur begins his remarks
with "perspective” (in History and Truth, trans. with an intro. by C.A.
Kelbley [Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 19651, pp. 305-328), but
his aim and conclusion remain consonant with the approach through feeling.

3750e . RICOEUR, "The Model of the Text"™ in Hermeneutics and the
Human Sciences, p. 213. Also, P. RICOEUR, Time and Narrative, p. 55.

38See P. RICOEUR, "History and Hermeneutics," The Journal of
Philosophy 73 (1976, trans. D. Pellauer), 686. ‘

39,

See P. RICOEUR, Fallible Man, pp. 215-216.
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existence. Some originary40 human experience or event gives rise to any
text. Thisg originéry experience or event is never lost to a text because
participation ensures a certain "readability" to the extent that readers
share a common "belonging-to," a common tradition. This leads to the second

vantage point of participation, that the meaning of a text is communicated

through past, present, and future.

b. Communication. Human action is never a solitary endeavor;
"to act is always to act ‘'with! others,"41 Belonging is inter-subjective

1,42 Belonging as "pre—understanding™ is the subject's

and intra-tempora
participation in being as apprehended through any cultural object.43

"Belonging-to" 1is mediated by externalizations: historical ‘marks, texts,

-

rites, inscriptions, documents, archives, etec. Externalization is an
- Su

intensification of an experience which is objectified. Pre-understanding or
belonging is inter-subjective and intra—-temporal because it is communicated

by the monuments which constitute tradition.44

40A note on "originary": Ricoeur's use of ﬁhe French term
"originaire" (for example, Philosophie de la volonté. Finitude et
culpabilité: I. L'homme faillible [Paris: Aubhier, 1950], p. 156) is

translated "originating” {as in C, Kelbley's translation of Fallible Man, p.
215) or "originary" (as J.,W. Van Den Hengel translates it throughout his The
Home of Meaning: The Hermeneutics of the Subject of Paul Ricoeur

" {Washington, D.C.: University Press of America, 1982], for.example, p. 162).

The use throughout this study is "originary.”

4lp, RICOEUR, Time and Narative, p. 55.

.425eeP.RICQEUR,“History_and Hermeneutics,"” 686-687.

: 'f43?: RICOEUR, "Phenomenolégy and Hermeneutics" in Hermeneutics and
the Human Sciences, p. 110. :

44See P. RICOEUR, "History and Hermeneutics," 691-693.

N
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Tradition implies a certain "connectedness,” "a rule-ggvernead

sequence."45 . These rules are not ‘the same rules that govarn the

connectedness of objects in the natural sciences, but rather history is torn

away from the natural sciences in that it has its own rules of

intelligibility which govern the segquence of connectedness. We can
articulate the transmission of tradition in terms of such cateqgories asg the
human agents who begin the flow of events of the particular tradition,
interpretation of the actions in terms of motives, regulatiaﬁJ by
institutions, founding of such institutions, and the continuation,
termination, or renewal of the_tradition.46 The opérative principle of the
inter-subjectivity is the requirement that al; temporal fields within
temporality be analogous, which means that all "can ascribe their experience

nd7

to themselves, In other words, externalization in tradition is possible

because there ks first a belonging-to characterized by the ascription of

experience to ourselves.
s

In the above remarks on tradition, there is an emphasis on a

s {
structure part and parcel of tra

‘
'

"gedimentation aspect of traditdon that guarantees a paradigmatic

———

tion. In addition, tradition has a

certain "innovation“49 about it that introduces a kind of singularity with

" respect to tradition. Any externalization of action emplotted in a text

requires a preliminary competency on the part of the reader in order to

451hid., 687.

46500 1hid., 688.
171pid. -

48Cf. P.RICOEUR, Time and Narrative, pp. 68-69.

490¢, 1bid.

s

——
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K =
ideritify the structures of that action. The innovation built into the

ambiguity of the linguistic articulation of action makes it a whelly human
making (§§i£g)5° such that the act of readiné demands'éﬁ involvement that is
.also a human making, A text asks the reader to guess its meaning in.terms
of both its whole (its sediméntqpion) and its parts (its inﬁovaﬁion)., But a
guess as to the mean{ng of a text is jﬁst that: a guess. It selects meaning
out of many possible meanings., The pre-understanding or "preliminary
compatency" or methodological guess'as to éhe meaning of a text is not an
isolated methodological moment. It is mediated by the second methodological

. .
moment, distanciation.

2. Distanciation: Explanation

Ricoeur calls distanciation an objectification of the relation of

belonging.sl Distanciation is tﬁe counterpart of the moment of

— _'/ ot

participation because there is necessarily a distance between the remoteness
TS

and proximity characteristic of historical tradition,>?

A text attempts to
- overcome the chimera of objectification of meaning versus historical

situation which gave rise to meaning:

Text is much more than a particular case of intersubjective
communication: it is the paradigm of distanciation in
communication. As8 such, it displays a fundamental characteristic

*Oct, Ibid., p. 34.

51See "Explanation and Understanding™ in The Philoscophy of Paul
Ricoeur, p. 166, '

_ 32306 P. RICOEUR, "Phenomenology and Hermeneutics" in Hermeneutics
and the Human Sciences, p. 110. '
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of the very historicity of human ex%friehce; namely that it is
1 communication in and through distance. 3 '

Distanciation is "constitutive of the phenomenon'of the text as writing."s4

'In distancing the text from the situation of its writer,55 the text enjoys

an autonomy which allows it to be present to the situétion 6f the reader.
This autonomy privilgges the text with a diversity of meaning to be
recovered in the hermeneutical process. Though the "text's caresr escapes
the finite horizon lived by its author,‘l56 it is réscued by the numerous
horizons of its infinite number of possible readers. The "opportunity for
multiple rdadings is the dialectical counterpart of the semantic autonomy of
the text.">7 Distanciation allows the meaning of a text to traverse the
historical situation of the writer to the historical situation of the
reader, lending a new proximity to the text, "a proximity which suppresses

and preserves the cultural distance."8

Ultimately, interpretation is directed to the dialectic between a

way to talk about things and the things zfemselves.sg Things themselves are

53See P. RICOEUR, "The Hermeneutical Function of Distanciation" in
Hermeneutics and the Human Sciences, p. 131. See also "Phenomenology and
Hermeneutics" in Ibid., p. 11l.

54?. RICOEUR, "The Hermeneutical Function of Distanciation” in
Hermeneutics and the Buman Sciences, p. 139. - r

535ee P. RICOEUR, "Speaking and Writing"™ in Interpretation Theory,

p. 43,
f—— 56P. RICOEUR, "Language as Discourse™ in Interpretation Theory,
p. 30.
571pid., p. 32. -
58P. RICOEUR, "Sﬁeaking and Writing" in Interpretation Theory,
p. 43.

—55.

See P, RICOEUR, "Explanation and Undrstanding” in The Philozophy

/
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the concern of pre-understanding and- self-understanding; the text derxives

from human activity and culminates in further human activity. The moment:of

distanciation is a necessary one in that it mediates Fhese two activities in
its way of talking about things. _
Distanciation allows a text t; be brought to a level of
intelligibility on its own terms, giving an'analytic moment. For Ricoeur, a
gelance of text éan only be established in the moment of distanciation.
This exélanatory, analytié moment regards the internal structure of a work
itself "without any'rega:d for the two sides of the text."00 vet, it is not
severed from the two sides. As explanation, the moment of distanciation is
a validation of the initial gquess as to meaning which characterizes the
hermeneutical moment of participation where new worlds are opened up to a
reader, These possibilities conf?cnt the reader in such a way tﬁat a text
may be applied to the situation of the reader sa that the moment of
distanciation is not cut off from the other side of the text, the moment of
appropriation. Distanciation mediates these two sides of a text.
Participation‘and appropriation are sinéular activities involving
author and reader through the'téxt. Distanciation, however, allows for a
wide range of modes that fulfill'ité mediating function. The interpreter,
therefore, is free to choose any analytic mode that best suits a particular
taxt being examined. For Ricoeur, structuralism, linguistic analysis, theé
critique of ideoclogy, for example, are all mediations between participation

and appropriation. The guiding thread for a choice of explanatory mode is

the nature of the text itself: its composition, genre, and style. BAny one

80p, RICOEUR, Time and Narrative, p. 53.
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.mode may serve as the analytic; indeed, applying more than one mode to a
text may emphasize different aspects.61 For example, applying a

communications theory to a text might emphasize a-dialogical aspect, while a

- eritique of ideclogy might emphasize its historical traits.

A science of text is not aimed at univocal meaning, but rather. at
mediating the moment of participation and appropriation. It is now time to

look more ‘closely at the moment of appropriation.

3. Aappropriation: Self-understanding

The fullest meaning of a text is reached only in‘the third moment,
approprigtion. According Fo Riéoeur, gppropriation is making our own the
meaning of a text: "To appropriate is to make what was alien become one's
What is éppropriated is the meaniﬁg of the text as the world of
possibilities ‘opened up to the reader: Appropriation implies a change in
the reader, a change which is a human act. /

Human acié express huﬁan réalities: "Social structures areC{"
attempts to cope with existential perplexities, human predicaments and deep~
rooted conflictsf£3 It is because human action culminates in appropriation
of the world of the action that Ricoeur can maintain that action involves
making a change in the world. Ac;iop makes a chanq;_in thé world because

action means s change in the subject.

61See Note 102, p. 123 below.

62?. RICOEUR, "Phenomenology and Hermeneutics” in ‘Hermeneutics and
the Human Sciences, p. 113. - :

63p, RICOEUR, "The Model of the Text" in Hermeneutics and the Human
Sciences, p. 220.
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. Several features characterize appropriation, 'First of all, . since

/

-

appropriatiop is Ilqked to distanciation, "appropriatien no longer has any
trace of A/n
second feature: appropriation is the subjective counterpart of the

objectification (distanciation) characteristic of the work, - The subjective

response proper to appropriation is not a response to the author, but rather

'\krﬁgit is a response to the texts\\}s such, a third feature of appropriatibn

emerges: the vis~&-vis of appropriation is the reference, the world of the
text.65 This world of the text is not behind the text, tied in with the
intention of the author, but it is embedded in the depth-meaning oflthe text
"ag that which the wofk‘unfolds, discovers, reveals,"®® Apb;ppriation
concerns the waf a text addresses a reader.®’ The act of reading actualizes

apprepriation.

64P. RICOEUR, "The Hermeneutical Function of Distanciation” in
Hermeneutics and the Human Sciences, p. 143.

Sciences, pp. 182, 183,

65See Ibid.

661hida.
67

See P, RICOEUR, "Appropriation” in Hermeneutics and the Human

ffective affinity with the intention of an author."® Thus, a.

\‘__/’
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a. Reading a%}:hé Dialogue of Worlds. The text finds its
\ reading. In this process of reading,68 the text
releases the objective medhing as an event®? present to the reader in the

act of appropriation. As we said above, "to appropfiate is to make 'one's

70

own' what was alien";'Y it actualizes the meaning of the writtan text

specifically as addressed to a particular reader.’!

What must Pe appropriated in a text is ‘the world of possibilitfé§72

addressed the reader. The process of appropriation lends to reading an

event character that allows a- kind of dialogical situation to ensue between

F

the world of the text and the world of the reader.73 Appropriation is the

SN

It would take this study too far afield to explore adequately
current research in the reading process, though such insights .are valuable
additions to fleshing out -further our own methodology. See, for example,
W. ISER, "The Reading Process: A Phenomenological Approach" in J.P.
Tompkins, ed., Reader-Response Criticism: From Formalism to Post-—
structuralism {(Baltimore: Johns Heopkins iversity Press, 1981), pp. 50-69;

68

W. ISER, The Act of Reading: A Theory Wf Aesthetic Responge (Baltimore:
Johns Hopkins University Press, 1981); fJ. ECO, The Role of the Reader:
Explorations in the Semiotics of Texts! (Bloomington: Indiana University
Press, 1979); H.R. JAUSS, Toward an Aesthetic of Reception, trans, T.
Bahti, Intro. P. de Man, Theory and History of Literature Volume 2
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1982), These authors stress
reading is a dynamic process unfolding between reader and text,

69See~ P. RICOEUR, "Conclusion" in Interpretation Theory, p. 92.

70

P. 'RICOEUR, “Speakihg and Writing" in Interpretation Theory,
p. 43‘ - -

71See P, RICOEUR, "Conclusion" in Interpretation Theory, p. 92.

72Cf. P. RICOEUR, "The Hermeneutical Function of Distanciation" in

Hermeneutics and the Human Sciences, p. 1l42. -

73cf£. B, RICOEUR, Time and Narrative, p. 71.
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reader's "angwar™ to the text's poasibilities,74 unfolded in the world of
real human action.?s |

fhe relationship of text and reader is a dialectical one. Because
meaning is Addressed to somecne it opens up a process- by which the making

present of new modes of being (the propoéed or pogiii:;aforld before the

‘erstanding. As

taxt) offers the rea%?r new possibilitfés for self=

. Ricoeur says, )

by ‘appropriation', I understand this: that the interpretation of a
text culminates in the self-interpretation of a subject who
thenceforth understands himself better, understands himself
differently, or simply begins to understand himself.

Ultimately, the goal of appropriation is self-understanding resulting from

making our own the world of possibilities lying in the depth-meaning of the

text.

b. Seif—understan§ ng through Text. The explanation-
uﬁdersfanding dialectic begins in é kind of "pre;understanding" which is aﬁ
initial participation in éxpe;ience. This pre-understanding is informed by
explanation, which is an uncovering of the sense of meéning of the text, the.
analytic momént.‘of distanciation."_There ig, then, a dialectical
relationship petween.paft;cipation and distanciation, between pre-
understanding and exp}anation. This dialectic culminates in understanding,

\

not.the same understanding as the pre-understanding but a new understanding
&

that has been informed by explanation. Moreover, this new understanding is

Sciences, p. 158,

-~

74See P.\ RICOEUR, "Appropriation™ in Hermeneutics and the Human

Sciences, p. 185.

75

‘ 76?. RICCEUR, "What is a Text?" in Hermeneutics amrd—

See P. RICOEUR, Time and Narrative, p. 71. :~—f“:>
he Human
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¢

self-ﬁnderstanding. This is to say that the understanding which is the

moment of appropriation is the result of the interpreter's way of existing

o~

being challenged by the possibilities opened up by the feference of the text

-and validated in the explanatory moment. In the moment of appropriation,

-
the new possibilities that are made our own ‘actually lead to a change in the
. ¥ )
self; hehce, new self-understanding is a new mode of existing. As
appropriation, /understanding is the fusion of horizons "which occurs when

1)

the world of the reader and the world of the text merge into one another,"’’

.

Interpretation therefore is not something absolute, resulting from

—_— the existence of text, but stems from the possibility of
[ S g

Jelationship bgtween our situation and our possibilities., It is

this initial bipolarity which creates the hermeneutic situation, in

the séﬁse that At is always possible to understand more fully and

to interpret ih a different way the ontological condition of the

existence which we represent.7

Through the appropriation of the world of the text, a document of life

rooted in existence and reality, an interp of situation and possibilities

occurs which leads to a new si new possibilitigs.
This new self-understanding calls for a critiqu® of the illusions
of the subject.79 Thee.reader brings to the text an ego that "is based on

prejudices which aré linked to our position in the relations of force of

'S

-

77P. RICOEUR, "Appendix: From Existentialism to the Philosophy of
Language" in The Rule of“Metaphor: Multi-disciplinary Studies of the
Creation of Meaning in Language, trans. R. Czerny with K, McLaughlin and J.
Costello, S.J. (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1977), p. 319.

78?. RICOEUR, "Phenomenology and Ontology” in Main Trends in

€xplicating in a number of ways our understanding of the

Philosophy, p. 130.

79R:|‘.‘coeur borrows from two masters of syspician, Freud and Marx, in
this, See P. RICOEUR, "Appropriation" in Hermeneutics and the Human

~

Sciences, p. 191; also, Cours sur l'herméneutique, pp. 222-228.



™

-

o

Hethod.af Hermeneutics ‘ 115

society ... [(and]) by hidden inte;est338°\ Fundamental to appropriation is

the relingquishment of this ego so that the projéction of the WOETﬁ‘Of the

~ e
.

text takes precedence over a projection of the'reade;_;nto the text. Thus,

appropriation is the process by which a new mode of existing is revealed to

the readaer who then receives "a new mode of being from the text itselfﬂB;

The process by which a new mode of existing is appfopriated may, indeed, be

a4 kind of distanciation of self from self;?z As Ricoeur puts it, "I

exchange the me, master of itself, for the self,, disciple of the taxt383

Through the text Sne is offered a new mode of existing, a new 'self-
understanding. Losing the old self to find a new self conferred by the
vorke4 defines the act of appropriationy the ego,giveé way to a new self,

In this, there-is a celebrative (playful) transposition of the text.
: <2 _ , .

Play transforms those who participatg.in 185 because'blay has itswﬁ

- f

own way of life; it 'is "something other than’ the activity of 5 subject."86

Play has a kind of existence of its own that occurs without the effort or

intentionality of a subject. To play is to play with or at something.

T

8OP. RICOEUR, “Appropriation”‘in Hermaneutics and the Human
Sciences, p. 191, See also. P, RICOEUR, Cours sur l'herméneutique, p. 223.

-

81?. RICOEUR, "Appropriation™ in Hermeneutics.and the Human

Sciences, p. 192. See also P. RICOEUR, Cours sur l'herméneutique, p. 227.

'BZSee P. RICOEUR, "Phenomenology and Hermeneutics" in Hermeneutics

and the Human Sciences, p. 113.’
: oo
-SaIbid.: italics Ricoeur's,

84588 P. RICOEUR, 'Appropriétion"_in Hermeneutics and the Human

Sciéngea, . 190. Ricoeur is-indebted to H.G. Gadamer for this theme, See
Ibid. o D . . . .

855ee Ibid., p. 186.
861hid, Xt
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@]D Thus, "worlds are propbsed in the mode of play"87 which the player confronts
‘througﬁ ﬁrecognition ratﬁer than ;Bgnitionﬂaa The-;iayfulness of the text

mediates the Qlayful transformation of the author in the text89 and the

piayful transformation of the reader through the latter's recognition of the

possible world of the ﬁext. A text is a celebration because ‘the seriousness

of a utilitarian preoccugation with subjectivityeo giyes way to the
playfulness of a poésible, proposed world and the transformation‘that the

recognition of that world brings about.
N

A fecundity of meaning is uncovered in textual hermeneutics where

- T . '
participation-distanciation-appropriation makes available the "given-ness"
of experience through an analysis of the textual linguistics as possible new

modes of being in terms of new self-understanding. This fecundity is a

- conSequence of the text being a document of life.

’, C. Textual Hermeneutics and Liturgical Text

Severed from speaker or author, a written text poses gpecial

problems and rewards for the interpreter. The liturgical text is no

exception.

87 bid.

881pid., p. 187.

89The author never totally disappears .from the text; the author's

meaning remains as a dimension‘of the text, but it is disguised, assumes
different "voices.," See Ibid.,, p. 188.

9059e Ibid.,, p. 186. For a more extended discussion of play as a

strategy, see P. RICOEUR, Sémantique de l'action (Louvain: Université
Catholique de Louvain-—Cercle de Philosophie, 1971}, polycopy, pp. 91-104.
See also Cours sur l'herméneutique, pp. 216-222. -
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Textual hermgneutics is an appropriate method for liturgical
studies because the latter has as its legitimate aim the "aﬁalysis of the
data of the liturgical experience and tradition of the Church."®l fThat data

is none other than the liturgical texts themselves. The human experience of

. liturgy results in traditions that have been concretized in liturgical texts

és the signs of those traditions, texts whiéh can be submitted to analysis
in oréer to recover the meaning of liturgical tradition.

Ricoeur's textual hermeneutics i3 also appropriate because his
qpproach‘to text is not to text as a dead documeﬁzi—d}ext is an essential
mediation between temporal exigencies., On the one hand are the past
originary evenﬁs which:ﬂave rise tg the text and the future possibilities
opened up by the world of'the téxt. On'Fhe other hand ié the pfesent
historical context of the text—use;s. The\}iturgical text confronts" the
gathered community (the ekklesia of Ehe present historicai context) with.new
modes of understanding in terwgﬁqf thg possibilities éf the world opened up
by the liturgical text."The liturgical text is unique iﬁ that as text -it’
both embodies and distances itself from ‘the originary events which gave rise
to it, and it is also a text that is celebrated ("read"”) each time within a
different historical context Jhich situates the interpretation and creates
new posgibilities. Thus the liturgical community is confronted with new
modes of u::;zzxanding itself in faith.

Since textual hermeneutics has a broad extension in that. its

methodology can be applied to any and all documents of life which have

91n. SCHMEMANN, Introduction to Liturgical Theology, tranms. A.E.
Moorhouse (New York: St, Vladimir's Seminary Press, 1966), p. 12.
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structureé analogous to texts, the pperétive hypothesis here .is none other
than a methodological choice: textual hermeneutics éan be ‘fruitfully applied
to liturgical texts, Approaching liturgical studies through a different
methodoloéy opens up the poSsibiliEy fo? a fresh interpretation of
liturgical texts {presumably) éomplementing the interpret;tions derived from
other methodologies (for example, an historical-critical he;hod). It
remains to explore the implications of the three moments of Ricoeur's metheod
of textual hermeneutics in terms of liturgical texts. We do so in a general
and introductory ﬁanner in the three sections which follow. thaéters Five

and Six of this study are a more comprehensive exploratioﬁ.

1. Participation

Ricoeur sees participation as the pre-understanding of our
experience, ' For him, ";he interpreting self must interpret its.own
experience, ;which is a pre-compiehension-—albeit non-conceptual--of that
which is to b? interpreted. ... lived experience is a pre-comprehension of
what is &o be articulated."92 Given this premise,'gertain presuppositions
are operative with respect to an interpretation of a liturgical text which
point to the participatory moment,

First of all, and perhaps too obviously, participation is in the
actual litiurgical celebration itself;' There is a grasp that Fhe originary
‘Christian events are the transcendental fouqdation of any liturgical act

such that the domain of Christian action encompasses the goals and motives

925. SKOUSGAARD, Lanquage and the Existence of Freedom: A Study in
Paul Ricoeur's Philogophy of Will (Washington, D.C.: University Press of
America, 1979), p. 78.
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of the agents of that action. This is to say that liturgy presupposes a web

of interconnectedness between an action and its meaning. Christian pre-

understanding of a liturgical celebration grasps its originary events in

their singularity as events as well as weaves them together into a grasp of

the meaning of the whole of the celebration.

Secondly, the interpreter guesses ﬁhe meaning of the celebration.
This is not a naive guess out of thin air, but an informed one that arises
from the accumulated meaning of liturgy throughout tradition; we come to
liturgy with a sense of what is going on. This is to say that liturgy's
originary events are grasped through symbolic (sacramental) mediation., For
Ricoeur, symbolic mediation is implicit or immaﬁent before it is explicit or

93

autonomous, Even before liturgy is articulated in a text governed by

certain rules and norms (explicit symbols), it is already symbolically

mediated as "a meaning incorporated into acticn and decipherable from it by

n34

other actors in the social interplay. A Christian community participates

in a liturgy that already imposes a certain readability on its aci:ions.95

Finally, the participatory moment of liturgical actién presﬁpposes
a temporal dimensioﬁ in that what ié presently taking place is the "present
of the futu;e, the present of the past, and the present of the present in
96

terms of one another, This telescoping of time ensures that no

liturgical act is isclated unto itgelf, but participates in a whole
»

935ee P. RICOEUR, Time and Narrative, p. 57.

M1piq.

95See Ibid., p. 58.

91pid,, p. 60.
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Christian tradition of worshipping communities. The liturgical act is an
emplotment of a ﬁrédition of Christian interpretations of litufgical
celabrations. The community's celebration extends tﬁa limits of the cultic
occasion or'>commﬁnity beyond itself embracing not only the actual
communication of the cultic occasion,_but also a virtual communication
Qhereby éhe consequences of the litﬁrgical act become a .amall but

nonetheless real and permanent part of ongoing Christian tradition.

2. Distanciation

While participation is the condition of possibility for the
articulation of self-experience, distanciation allows for an anajytical
moment verifying the meaning of that experience, This second methogological

moment sensitizes us to the need to distance self from self.\ Without

distancing, the pbssibilities presented by the text are lost\ to the
"comfort" of a known interpretation. Distanciation allows the int
to consider all the‘possibilities opened up by the referencé of the text ald
verify new possibilitieé commensurate with the interpreter's present
situatioE} .

Distanciation is an exgianatorx moment. As written, a liturgical
text contains within itself linguistic marks which, when an analytical
method is applied, uncover the experiences which gave rise to the
articulation. As text, those marks cannot be analyzed as éire linguistic

signs, but stand as part of a whole. An analytic of a liturgical text seeks

to uncover the structure which constitutes the text as a Christian text, It

is this Christian text which articulates different possibilities for

understanding the tradition of Christian experience. The recovery is\not a

-
.
’
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backward look into Christian tradition, but a recognition of new
possibilities in the present liturgical celebration. The sedimentation
faature of a text?’ prescribes text as a paradigm, supplying the rules for
subsequent revisions. These rules may change; bht they change slowly and

98,

only after a long histeory of pressure from ‘new innovations. Innovation

99

itself remains under the watchful eve of rules, yet allows for each

worshipping community to leave its mark on the tradition of liturgy. In

this way each liturgical act is uniqﬁQ:w&ile at the same time remains within

the general flow. of tradition.100

3. Appropriation

. Through participation and distanciation the worshipping community
is presented witb an available meaning ﬁhich embodies tgé tradition of
experiences. “In the dialectic of participation and distanciation
possibilities are presented to the Christian community ang verified for the
present situation. In éuthentic celebration of liturgy, thése possibilities
lead to new self-understanding. Is not the status of a liturgical text in a
worshipping community to pregent possibilities for self-understanding to the
community? Further, is not the challenge tq let go of the ego that is
brought to the celebration (one side of the text) in order that through the

text's celebration a new self emerges (the other side of the text)?

9‘7See above, pp. 106-107.

98Cf. P. RICOEUR, Time and Narrative, pp. 68-69.

see Ibid., p. 69.

100c¢, 1pid., p. 70.

L=
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Just as text finds its completion in the act of reading, so does
the liturgical text find its completion in liturgical celebration, The arc
between participation and appropriation is mediated by the celebration of

the liturgical text, If liturgicai celebration does not call forth

7 appropriation, then the mediating role of the liturgical text is not

complete, Only when the text mediates its two sides can liturgy‘bé said to

be a complete act.

.

D. Agenda

.Ricoeur's textual hermeneutics shows promise as a methodology

"suitable to liturgical texts, Since they are written texts, liturgical

texts can be submitted to the analytic moment of distanciation, This

affords liturgical texts the possibility of being approached through a

-science of text suited to'liturgical studies as well . as articulates the

possibilities inherent in the text itself, But this moment of distanciation
is a mediating moment, connecting the two sides of the liturgical text: the

tradition - of Christian experiences and the new self-understanding which is

offered for appropriation. In all(of this, liturgy as a celebration is
emphasiﬁed: that is, liturgy is not merely a cultic occagion, but derives
from and affects human activity beyond' the parameters of th&ge occasions.
Thus, the stu&& of liturgical texts from the perspective.Lf textual
hermeheutics is not thelstudy of dead documents, but ratﬁ?ﬂ:interprets
documents of life, of Christian life, A study of liturgicalfﬁexts ig really

an encounter with Christian life., In its deepeét sensé, liturgy 1is a

language of faith.
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Chapters Five and Six are an initijal application of Ricoeur's
metﬁod of textual hermeneutics to a select liturgical text.lOI' These
chapters are ﬁot meant to be exhaustive intérpretations; that would gloud
the real purpose of this work, which is to seek in Ricoeur's textual
hermeneutics a methodoloéy suitable for uﬂcov;ring the possibilities of
meaning of liturgical texts. The purpose of these two chapters is to
indicate the promised fruitfulness of Ricoeur's methodology and its
viability for liturgical studies,

Chapter FPour which immediately follows is directed toward outlining
concrete tools of analysis appropriate for uncovering the possibilities of

the meaning of liturgical texts in their methodological moment of

distanciation., While there are many peossible directions this analytic could

102

take, two approaches seem particularly appropriate for an analysis of

liturgical texts. One approach focuses on the action character of liturgy.
That direction is an expansion and application of speech-act theory, as

explicated by Ricoeur, especially in his Sémantique de l'action. Speech-act

theory is especially applicable because it allows for analysis not eonly in
terms of propositional content, but in terms of the force and effects that
action has while remaining within the linguistic parameters, The second
approach is a utilization of the communication theory of Roman Jakobson; it

focuses on the dialogical character of liturgy. Further, Jakobson's thecory

?

101impe select liturgical text is the Eucharistic text, which here
means the Roman rite of the Eucharist as contained in a sacramentary, not
just the Eucharistic Prayer. This is addressed again in Chapter Five,
below. )

102zor example, the text could be analyzed vis—a-vis A.J. Austin's

constative and performative statements, :
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Q allows for an analysis of both the various divisions of liturgical texts as

Nar

well as an analysis of -texts as wholes, Finally, i]t is a theory to which

Ricoeur himself .refers rather frequently in his works.>03  These two

theories complement each other, especially in that Ricoeur's analysis of a

semantics of action fleshes out criteria for applying Jakobson's theory to a

A : d
text in a more objective way.
- LY

la;‘
¢
1038ee, for example, "Speaking and Writing" in Interpretation
@ Théorz (pp. 25-44) where Ricoeur shows what happens to the writing that

takes the place of speaking in terms of Jakobson's communication components.
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CHAPTER FOUR

THEORETICAL ANALYTIC OF SELECT

ACTION AND COMMUNICATION THEORIES

Liturgists have traditionally employed conceptual,.historical,_
and/or pastoral methodologies when studying liturgical texts, These tried--
and-true approaches have rested on the.liturgiqal texts themselves as the

A {
deposit of data. In these approaches, howeggrﬁﬁuh- is an ever-present

danger of bringing a preconceived liturgical theology bear on the meaning
of a liturgical text. If a methodology préper to iiturgicél iheology should
vary, theh Qe could expecf the theclecgical expreésion itself to vary, The
méthodology suggested by this study is to-allow'meaning to emerge from an
analysis of a text and let that meaning point toward a liturgical theology.
In other words, let texts épeak for themselves. |

In our present approach, the textual moment is primary; the key
dialecti; is that of sense and reference, as indicated in Chapter Two.l

This suggests that while the sense of meaning opens up to explanation the

linguistiec structure of a text, even in this analytical moment there are

hints that this. is not all there is to a text. There is a residue which -

points ‘to the reference of meaning opening up to understanding the possible

world of a text.

This chapter demonstrates the explanatory moment of Ricoeur's

method of textual hermeneutics in order to uncover the sense of meaning.

1

.

See above, Chapter Two, pp. 71-73.

s
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The chapter is divided intouthree~hajor parts. In the first two parts, two,
complementary approaches particularly appropriate for analysis of liturgical

texts are presented. TFirst, Ricoeur's semantics of action (borrowed from
f .
Anglo-Saxon lingﬁistic theory), seeks to recover -human action through a
text. This approach defers.to the ac :'n character of liturgy, which has a
broad extension. At one level,2 action is éaptureﬁ\gg the very lahguage of
the text itseif, especiall& racognized in the predicate. Sentences are more
than propésitional content; they alsoc carry force ané effects incumbent on
_the interlocutors. At a'deeper.l._evel,3 action points to the human activity
(experience) from which the ftext derives (the moment of participation) as
well as points to the culmination of the act of reading the text in hﬁman
actiyiﬁy {the moment of appropriation).4 ‘ .

The second part, utilizing Roman Jakobson's communication theory,

builds on his insight that communication is not simplylaomeone gending a
message to someone, but it is a complex process involving not only the
ipterlocutofs and the message that passes between/among them, but also the

code used to send the message, the means of gaining and keeping the

interlocutors' attention, and checking up on whether the message is "heard.”

2This is the level at which language theory usually operates,

3This is the level suggested by a reference, addressed in the

participation and appropriation moments of Ricoeur's method of textual
hermeneutics.

4These are not two mutually exclusive levels of action. It is not

., difficult to recognize that the performative force and effects of the

language of the text certainly contribute to the action that describes
appropriation. .Yet, we do not wish to limit appropriation to performative

force and effects. We understand the action of appropriation to encompass a
broader notion of action.
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Jakobhson refers to all these elements as communication'factors, and

correspondsfzértaih functions to each. Further,lJakobson claims that not
all the faétors/fuhctionsrare equall} emphasized in the process of
communication, but they form a hierarchy, ﬁhe.analxsis of which underscores
the dynamic oé commuhication. With respect to communication unfolded in a
text, Jakobson's factors and “functions o£ communication and their

hierarchical ordering of sets and subsets help to uncover the foci of
i ‘

various sections of a text and ultimately of the text as a ghole, making

apparent the movement in the text from beginning to end. Our own particular

interest lies in applying Jakobson's theory to liturgical texts, focusing on

the dlalogical character of llturgy.s

The third part of this chapter sets out criteria for an analysis of
a liturgical text. Using Jakobson's suggested criteria as a basis, the

¢riteria presented here in outline form are amplified within the framework

‘of ‘Ricoeur's semantics of action and adapted for a liturgical application.

We presenﬁ the criteria as concretely as they allow so evidence in the text
éan,be uncovered with as liftle‘interpreter's bias as possible, At.the samé
tiﬁq, it must be admitted that neither the criteria for exp}aﬁation nor
their practival—application in the next chapter are exhaustive. They simply
open up a way to recover the meﬁning of é‘liturgical text that complements
the results of other possible analyses. In the following exposé, our
starting poinﬁ is an analysis of the sémantics of action because that

analysis leads to a communication dimension of the select text through the

5 ' - L/

A convergence of communication theory with a semantics of action
is evident here in terms of performativity's implication of interlocutors,
mantioned in the preceding paragraph. -
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verb's relatignship to its grammatical "subjeft and object,6 demonstrating

that the two theories chosen for the analyfic are not mitually exclusive,

but aﬁtually implicate one another.
/

Ricoeur's Textual Indicators of Action
/

Ricoeur claims hat human action can be objectified in a way similar to
the fixation of é_e meaning of discourse through writing..7 In thisg, the
characterigtics of-texts suggesfuba;éllel characteristics of_action'
permittindAa sciencﬁ of action paralleling a sciencé of text. In other

words, since action is inscribed in a“text and recoverable Eﬂérein, textual

analysis of 'action at this level is a matter of focusing on what in a text

. indicates action, Grammatically, Ricoeur develops this primarily "in terms

-
*

of the predicate (verb). There are different ways that predicates function,

both in themselves and in relation to other key parts of the sentence. This

‘G"Subject" and "object" in this chapter refer to the grammatical
parts of speech.

7See P. RICOEUR, "The Model of the Text: Meahingfpl xﬁtwq&\\
Congidered as a Text™ in Hermeneutics and the Human Sciences: Essays

on Language, Action and Interpretation, ed. and trans. J.B. Thompson

‘(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981), pp. 197-221. " This fixation

or objectification is possible because action has the structure of a
locutionary act; that is, its propositional content can be identified and
re-identified as the same (p. 204). Action has a fixation in meaning by
inscribing the "done"™ of acting. We can speak of an action leaving a trace,
a "mark" (p. 205) as "its objectification., Second, it also develops
consequences of its own {(p. 206) which indicates an action can be detached
from its agent. Third, it has a ™durable relevancy™ (p. 208} that can be
re—inscribed in different social contexts. Finally, human action is
addressed to an infinite range of "readers" (p. 208) who judge action
through subsequent history. In these four characteristics of discourse
transposed to action (fixation of meaning, autonomy from agent, durable’
relevancy, and judgment by history}, the model of the text suggests ways in
which . important action surpasses the immediacy of its originary situation
and develops consequences that endure through history.

N 1

»
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is our next concern, developed in five points: (1) Predicates and Relations;

- '
.

{2) Transitive Verbs; (3) Objécts of Action Verhs; (4) Illocutionari{ Force;

and (%) Perlocutionary Effects. There is a progression in these sections

that leads from a consideration of the verb in itself to a reflection on how

4

the action of the verb leads us gtside the text.
-~ - »

.1. Predicates and Ralations

‘Ricoeur's analysis of textual indicators of action begins with a

8 which are of two

caomparison/contrast of action predicates and relations,
kinds: predicate relations and relations of attribution. His intent is to

more clearly indicate exactly what he means by/"action predicate.”
4

Action predicates and predicate relgtions are alike in that both

‘name two (or more) terms. For example; “‘Sle took bread" is an action

predicate with the two terms "“He" and "bread." "He is the Word" is a

predicate relation with the two terms "He" and "Word."® 1In these
propositions, the or.der of the terms' of the statement may be logically
raversed with appropriate grammatical changt? without changing the sense of
the statement. Thus, "Bread was taken by Him" is a Ceverse statement which
still makes éense. Greater clarification emerges when action predicates are

contrasted with relations. N

(‘l‘

85ee P. RICOEUR, Sémantique de ltaction (Louvain: Université
Catholique, de Louvain--Cercle de Philosophie, 1971), polycopy, pp. 58-60.

9Cf. Ibid., p. 58. The exam;&)s are our own, taken from or
referring to the select liturgical text.
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Predicate relations "gre irreducible to all the kinds of predicates
which may follow the copula ‘isJ“lO Another kind of relation is possiﬁle,
a felation of attributioﬁ. The reversal of terms that is possible with
action predicates or predicate relations is not possible with relations of
attribution, which really have only one term, For example, "He is holy" is
a relation of attribution; this statement canhot be reversed because "ﬁoly“
cannot be a gfammatical subject. We would have to introduce a new term such
as "holy one." Here, "is holy" is the whole predicate, so thgt only one
term is namgd, "He," |

o

The class of action predicates is not reducible to predicate

11

relations. In predicate relations, the terms arg two existing entities:

Aétion predicates, on the other hand, caﬁ link intentiopal objects.l?' An
even more important distinction, however, concerns the “abbreyiated gstate"
of the predicate relation but the "elliptical state"” of an action
predicate.13 For example, the abbreviated state of a predicéte relation is
éiven in the example, "He is the Word." This is a complete statement;y; we

need'add nothing to sétisﬁy the hearer's curiosity for more information. In’

another example, a statement like "He took bread" allows for any number of

’

complements that add information to the bare proposition, such as "in his

hands," "on a plate," "with a crust,” an illustration of the elliptical

gtate of an action predicate, - Actually, the number of these ‘variables is

lOP. RICOUER, "The Model of the Text" in Hermeneutics and the
Human Sciences, b, 204.

l1piq,

12See P, RICOEUR, Sémantigue de 1! actlon, p. 59. For example,
mental acts like "admire" and "worship." '

A

130
Ibid.
N\
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unlimited. Action predicates have a variable polydicity;14 they are

elliptical in the sense that they embrace a multitude of information that

o\

3
. Action predicates are a class larger than predicate relations, \

can be added to the action utterance enhancing the sense of meaning,

=l

though there are similarities; both action predicates and predicate
relations are classes larger than relations of attributicn. Action, in the

present discussion, refers to the broadest category, action predicates.

. Ricoeur brings out other ways action may be ingcribed in a'text.ls

Our next consideration focuses on the effects of action predicates on other

-’

parts of the sentence; that is, ‘on action predicates as transitive verbs.

2. Transitive Verbs

. ‘ P . _
Transitive verbs are action predicates that. have objects;

transitive verbs relate subject and cbject. They can\Ee ClQQSed as states,

N

141pid, See also P, RICOEUR, "The Model of the Text" in
Hermeneutics and the Human Sciences, p. 204.

15899 P. RICOEUR, Sémaritique de l'action, pp. 61-67. In this whole
discussion, Ricoeur draws heavily on the work of B&A. KENNY,
Action, Emotion and Will (London: Routeledge & K. Paul, 1963), Chapters 7-9,
pp. 151-202 (see Sémantique de l'action, p. 57). See also "The Model of the
Taxt™ in Eg;meneutics and the Human Sciences, pp. 204-205. —_
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performances, or activities based on their -temporal behavior.'® verbs of

state and activities both occur for a time or during time; performances, on

the other hand, occur in tiﬁe. The former two-classeg can be\prolohged
indefinitely or stopped;'the latter can *be complete or incomplete.l'7 If a
performance is coﬁpleted, it always brings about a state.l® rhis implicates
the consequences éf performances. Performance statements are of the form
"doing in such a Gay that p" (faire en sorte gque p); for example,
"assembling theugé;munity such that the community now exists." 1In this
statement "assembling” is a performance verb; "exists" is a static verb
(verb of stat;). Ricoeur's point here is the importance of the "means-eng”
relationship, especially for ethics as ;ell as for a strategy of action
defived from calculating the consequences of actién.19

The ethic or:strategy of action lies in the lanquage of action (of the

form "doing in such a way that p") aﬁd;'éé such, is the fundamental form for

168ee P. .RICOEUR, .Sémantique de l'action, p. 61. Ricoeur makes an

initial distinction among the three classes of transitive verbs.in terms of
their temporal continuity or non-continuity. In this initial distinction,
the verbs of state are non-continuous and are opposed to the performances
and activites, which are continuous (see Ibid.). He then distinguishes
between parformances and activities in the way they move from the present to
the perfect tenses. A performance has the form "agsembling the community
implies that the community has not been assembled.” Am activity takes the
form "the community is living in Christian fellowship implies the community
has lived in Christian fellowship.” In the performance, the perfect is
negative; in the activity, the perfact is not negative., For a fuller-
treatment of these statements, see A, KENNY, Action, Emotion and Will, pp.
171-175. The real distinction Ricgpeur is unfolding is the uniqueness of the
performances and so his presentaé?on in Sémantique de l'action is limited to
this end. ’

~
N
“

. 175¢e b, RICOEUR, Sémantique de l'action, p. 62.

18500 Thid.

19See Ibid.
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voluntary action utterances, Only performatives can be put in the

0 This form

imperative mood; therefore, only performances can be voluntary.2
("doing in such a way that p") also suggests an answer for the enguiry about
the truth of an act of discourse. The Bruth of a statement lies in the

egtablishment of p.21

This suggests a purely linguistic definition of
change: "X changes if some statement on X changes its truth value."22
Hence, "doing in such a way -that p" implies "giving truth that pﬂ23
Performances have a linguistic truth that ig inherent in the very form of
the performance stat;;zat.

Analysis in a different direction leads to another conclusion about the

ralation of performance and static verbs. In a purely conceptual analysis,

event is understood broadly as that which happens in relating grammatical
A

2OWe cannot command a state, nor can we volunteer to be in a state,
The same is true for activities. For example, we cannot command a commﬁnity
to live in Christian fellowship.,  Either the community is living in
fellowship or it is not. If we wish a community to live differently from
how it is actually living, we may command the community to live differently,
but then this is really a performance, since what is really commanded is not
the living in fellowship but a change of life that results in living in
fellowship, which is a performance (and so can be commanded). '

2lgee P, RICOEUR, Sémantique de l'action, p. 63.

221bidq my translation of the original French: "X change si
quelque position sur X change sa valeur de vérité ... "

23Ibid.y my translation of the original French: "faire en sorte que
p" and "rendre vrai que p.,"”
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subject to object.24

In a more limited sense, however, event is understood
as that which results in a change in the object. Again, this can be npted
in a purely linguistic analysis. Performances have a passive voice. It
makes sense to speak of action from the point-of-view of the grammatical

25 This points to a much more important reason for the distinction

object,
betweenh performance and static verbs than that which is a simple difference
between classes of verbs: the linguistic rule of chénge and the linguistic

event are both defined in terms of the object. They are constitutive of the

very notion of verbs of action and are inscribed in the very grammar of

24The conceptual analysis is actually the first, more immediate
{(see Sémantique de l'action, p. 8) step in uncovering a semantics of action.
Here, Ricoeur explores ,the fact that the language which describes human
action is not the same language that is used to describe movements in nature
(see Ibid., p. 5). Movement is of the type:'"The celebrant raises the
bread," and can be cobserved by a spectator. However, action is of the type
"The celebrant raises the bread so the community can adore it." Here, it is
not enough to simply observe the movement "raise the bread" but to that
movement must be added the point of view of the agent (see Ibid.). Hence,
action includes intentien, mark, reason to act, motive, desire, preference,
choice, agent, responsibility (see Ibid., p. 3). The import of -this
distinction is to move from a consideration of the natural world to the
meaning of the world (see Ibid., p. 12). This is uncovered in a logical
analysis of the propositions which describe action.  In asserting that the
sense of an action is in its force of desire (see Ibid.,, p. II-21), Ricoeur
proceeds to where meaning and force coincide (see Ibid., p. 16}, This is
the real kernel of a theory of action (and hence our own development solely
in terms of a semanties of action) for "it is in the relationship between
disposition to and power of in which finally resides the ultimate difficulty
of a theory of action" (Ibid., p. II-50; my translatlon of original French:
"c'est dans la rapport entre disposition a et Eouvoxr de que réside
finalement la difficulte ultime de la théorie de 1' action"). This
difficulty is addressed in applying the categories of speech-act theory to
action, the main portlon of our own treatment here. A third level of
analysis of a theory of action is a discursive analysis of the fact that one
proposition leads to another. Ricoeur develops this within a theory of
decision and play (see Ibid., Chapter 6, pp. 91-104).

235ee Ibid., p.63. Ricoeur uses "patient" here rather than
"object."
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26

those verbs. It is helpful then, to search further into the linguistics

of the objects of action verbs.

3. Objects of Action Verbs

The sense of the grammatical object derives from the grammar of the

27 Or, to accept the

verb; objects complete the sense of the verb.
scholastic adage (as Ricoeur does), objécés specify acts. If we say "I
‘worship God" we specify quite a different act from "I worship money." But
there is'another way objects specify acts; that is, according to whether the
object is formal or material. -

Formal .objects identify the entire sphere of logically possible
objects. Thug, for the verb "to worship,” the formal object is "any object

I esteemy™0On the other hand, material objects identify particular things.

Thus, "God" (is a material object of "to worship.” Further, any given verb

designates iks formal object; the verb describes the genus of its formal

28

object. As such, the formal object restricts the material object and

"dalineates ‘the ideal shape of the sense of the verb,"2? The formal object

can be logically derived from the verbs the material object cannot. Thus,
e 4
"to worship™ logically implies that who/what is worshipped must be worthy of

4

esteem., But "to worship" does not logically imply any specific material

26500 Ibid.

27See. Ibid., p. 64.
2830¢ Ibid.

y ngbid.; my translation of original French: "dessine le contour
notionnel du sens du verbe."
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q:, object such as God, We could ask "worship whom/what?" and then the reply
would specify the material object. The material object adds to the formal
v

object an identifiable reference.’® While the formal object can be derived

from the verb, the material cbject cannot.

Since we can identify the formal object through the verb, we might
ask if there might be a more precise specification of the fdrmal cbject? W;—
need to consider more closely the nature of the verb. To begin, both non-
psychological and psychological acts have a subject-verb-cbject form; for
example, "The community woréhipged God" and "The community feared God,"
respectivelQ; On the surface these two propositions have the same
grammatical form, but in actuality they are very different. The first

specifies an effective action; the second, a mental art., 1In the non-

$r intentional {non-psychological) act, the change affects the object., This is
i

i

i
-

no; the case with an intentional (psychological) act. There the charige is
in the subject. Moreover, there is not the same degree of eXisgence between
subject and object; in actuality;_the example sentence says "The
community feared that God would ..." The truth of the mental proﬁosition
ié uncovered in what comes after the word nthat."3} It is not sufficient to

look only to the propositional content; psychological verbs carry an

illocuticnary force incumbent on the subject and perlocutionary effects

32

incumbent on the object.

30gee 1bid., p. 65.
3lsee 1bid., pp. 65-66.

Q:B - 3260 illocutionary and perlocutionary, see also Chapter Two,
pp. 69-71
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4. Illocutionary Force

The illocutionary force is what we do in speaking.33 Ta piace this
in the above context, Ricoeur wants to show that voluntary intention resides
in language as declaration of:’intention.34 Thus, language carries within it
a force that derives from the intentionality of the locutionary act. This
force is called the "illocutionary force" of the speech act.

Ricoeur does not accept A.J.Austin's gimple substitution of
"locutionary” and "illocuticnary™ for "constative" and "performative,"
respectively.3s This, because it leads to iﬁsurmouﬁtable typological

problems. Beginning at the level of manifestation, if we try to divide the

constatives and performatives by types we find that, in a sense, every

constative has a performative aspect. For example, even in a proposition -

like "God is holy"” there is an assertion that the speaker is giving
affirmation to holiness as an attribute of God. So Austin introduced the
notion of "illocutionary" to mean what is implied EEEEE from the internal
bropositional content of the statement. He then ocutlined five classes of
iilocutiogary acts: verdicts, decrees, promises, behaviors or attitudes, and
expositions. 1In effect, we could type distiﬁctions without end. 1If,
instead, we type illocutionary acts from the level of constitutive rules, we

36

surpass ordinary ihnguagg by a métalanguage and solve_ the typology

problem. This needs further clapification,

33

See P, RICOEUR, Sémantique de l'action, p. 44. HL\

345ee 1bid., p. 68.

3559e Ibid., p. 69. "Constative" refé&s to the bropositional
content of a statement and "performative" refers to its force and effects.

b

See Ibid., pp. 71-74.

sy,
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Beginning-at the level of rules, asach type is regdlated by an

egsential condition; for exampla, the essential condition of a promisge is
that the promise "counts as."37  This "counts as," the constitutive rulse,
permits the identification of the illocutionary force of the proposition.
It is the heart of the intention itsefé, where tﬂg}speaker, through thé
illocutionary force,: is placed under the obligation to do such aﬁd guch.
The intention ;s not t%ere in terms of the speaker's introspection, but it
is there in terms of the semantic implication of the use of langue‘xge.38

This essential condition is the center of ﬁwo other conditions.

There are preparatory conditions'which are mental3? or psychological

- gonditipns. Where the essential condition has the form "S has the intention

that,” the mental condition has the form "S has the intention gg;"40 Though

the mental intention is subordinate to the verbal (essential) intention,41

the mental act is at the base of what is expressed.42 The third condition .

&

v,

37See Ibid., p. 75. Ricoeur's discussion focuses on. the promise,

since it (plus intention) best expresses the human act of willing, which is
the context for the development of his theory of action. But the method of

locaging the essential condition can be extended to any. illocutionary act
(see Ibid,; p. 76).

38g50e 1bid., p. 75.

39589 p- 136, above.

40

See P, RICOEUR, Sémantique de l'action, p. 78.

41Because the essential condition rests in semantics., If the
mental intention were logically prior, it would be impossible to get out of
psychologism, .

L

4250 p, RICOEUR, Sémanticque de l'action, p. 79.

L
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follows after the .mental and essential conditions, and distinguishes the

illocutionary act from the perlocutioﬁary act.43
- . ‘
5. Perlocutinary Effects
v ) The illocuticonary act is ‘distinguished by what:we do in the saying:

"I promise” binds the speaker to a promise. The perlodutionary act is
distinguished by'what happensg in the éging; ny promise® results 'in a

procmise being kept. The third condition, then, is a condition of

recognition by others that the illocuticnary force placés‘an obligation to )

— .

44

do ‘'something on the object. In this there is an inter—-subjectivity so

that in the speech-act the. locutionary, illocutionary, and perlocutionary

45 The link between

aspects of‘thg sinéle speech-act are jinseparable,
grammatical subject and object is the predicate; it is the latter which is
the key to the change on subject and object favored by the speech-act.
Ricoeur's recovery of action from a text converges on action
predicates which are performance trangitive verbs. This very specific
action predicate is the one which most clearly shows the relationship of.
predicate to éuﬁject and object, pointing to illocuticnary forcerand'
perlocutionary effects. Performance transitivé verbs are those which demand.
a change in subject and object. With inter—subjectivity being .a constituent
part of a sgpeech-act, our next consideration is the act of communicatioﬁ'

itsgelf,

43Recall from above, Chapter Two, p. 70, that the perlocutionary
act deals with the effects of the speech act.

44g0e P. RICOEUR, Sémantique de 1l‘'action, p. 79.
45

See Ibid., p. 88.
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B, Jakobson's Communication Pactors and Functions

Y

Just as the’ébove remarks show that there isrmofe to a verb than
tle simple elementary school definition "A -verb is an acgion word, " .30 doesg
this next section demonstrate that there is more to an act of comminication
than the simple "somecone says something to someone,” Roman Jakobson is a

1;ﬁguist who recognized that there is more involved in the communication

- process than dN addresssr conveying'a message to an addressee, Jakobson
- r

extends thi¥ traditional triadic model to include three additional

communication factors (components of communication): every communication
. v g
involves an addresser, addressee, and message; but also a context, a means

‘of contact, and a code.46 The meaningrof a communication act can only be

uncovered when all t§§Zé factors are taken into consideration.

Ricoeur's remark tﬁat Jakobson's "model calls for a philosophical
invegtigation, which may be provided by the diaiectic of event. and
meaning“47 sets an agenda for its 1iturgigal applicatign. ‘To fﬁe extent
that liturgy is language‘and'communication, we can isolate the communication

factors as well as uncover in that analysis a. dialectic of event and

meaning., An analysis of the language <of the liturgical text within

Jakobson's communication theory paves the way not only to describe more

46gae R. JAKOBSON, "Closing Statement: Linguistics and Poetics" in

Sfyle in Language, ed. T.A. Sebeok (Cambridge: The M,I.T. Press, 1960),
pp. 350-377. -

4'TSs:e P. RICOEUR, "Language as Discourse" in Interpretation ThHeory:

Discourse and the Surplus of Meaning (Fort Worth: The Texas Christian

University Press, 1979}, p. 15.
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0 concretely what is involved 'in perceiving liturgy as communicat:icm;48 but

It

(and even more importantly), it also paves: the way to understand how the
very meaning of liturgy is bound up in its act;ibn character, h
There is rﬁore to Jakobson's communit;ation theory than identifying (

the six factors that make upfa communication act. To these six factors,
Jakobson parallels six communicati&n functions (how tﬁe factor affects the
meaning of the communication): the addresser factor is parallelecﬁ in the
enmotive function, the addressee factor in the conative function, the message
in the poetic, éhe context in the referential, the contact in the phatic,
and the code in the metalingual.49 The factors and functions are

50

schematized as follows where the upper case text indicates communication

factors, ‘and the lower case text in parenthesis indicates functions:

48cf, J. LADRIERE, "The Performativity of Liturgical Language,”
trans. J. Griffiths, Concilium 9-1 (1973), p. 50: "The expression of faith
h2>worship relies upon various registers which may be reduced to three:
those of vocal, gestural and symbolic expression. Vocal expression is one
form of language use, which may involve singing. Gestural expression is a
"form of body language-—the body as a meaningful force. Symbeolic expression
is a way of using things {(places, clothes, lights, and so on) which endows
them with a referential capacity over and above their direct meaning, These
three forms of expression are mutually supportive, and any full analysis of
expressive worship obviously ought to take into account the complex ways in

- which they interact" (italics Ladrieére's),
49See R. JAKOBSON, "Closing Statement” in Style in Lanquage,
pp. 350-377. ’ ‘
50

™ . See E. HOLLENSTEIN, Roman Jakobson's Approach to Langquage:
0 Phenomenological Structuralism, trans. C. Schelbert and T. Schelbert
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1976), p. 154,
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CONTEXT
(referential)

. MESSAGE
. (poetic) —_

ADDRESSER = = == = = = = =~ = = = = - = = - — - - ADDRESSEE
(emotive)

-

(conative}

. , . CONTACT
: {phatic) )

CODE ]
(metalingual)

T. Hawkes suggests the model is\a‘significant-advancement in communicatipn

analysis:
*"'The central point to emerge from Jakobson's account of
communication is that- the 'message' does not and cannot supply all
of the 'meaning' of the transaction, and that a good deal of what
iz communicated derives from the context, the code, and the maeans
of contact. 'Meaning' in short resides in the total act of

R communication ... v . ' '

Even the visual presentation of the model suggests'implicatiods. The line

connecting addresser and addressee intimates a relationship between tﬁem-
that cannot be broken if communication is to happen. And what connects them
is-the message; however, this message is not igolated:(agggt stands above it
{to which it refers) is a context, and what lies below it (thc; establishes
attentiveness) is the contact. Underlying the whole schema is the code, the
medium of communicaéion.

Jakobson -makes the point that in different acts of communication

different functions are primaryy; "the nature of the message is finally
s

51T. HAWKES, Structuralism and Semiotica (Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1977), p. 83,

-
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determined by the fact that it_tékea on the functional character of
whichever of the six elements involved happens to be do:dinant."s2 Jakobson

speaks of a "set" (Einstellugg)53 toward one or other function which

detarmines its -primary pbsitipn in a hierarchy of ‘functions, but "the

-accessory participation of the other functions in such messages must be

ta&en into account by the observant lfngulstﬂ54 This relatlve hierarchy of
th functions taken as a whole determlnes the meanlng of the communication,

For Jakobaon, the key to descrlbxng an act of communication lies in

‘jidentifying the relative hietarchy of set and subsets that characterizes the

‘communication. The set of a communication is an emphasis on one of the

N

factors/functions; the other five factors/functions figure in a supportive
- .

role to the main emphasig. The communication is directed toward the

factor/function of its set. For example, if the set of an act of
communication is diracted toward the addresser; then the point to the

communication is to reveal the emotional import of the addresser; all other

~ factora/functions opérate within this over-riding emphasis and must be

interpreted in this light.

According to Ricoeur, the médel of Jakobson

as a residue of language; (2) describes a)structure of discourse
and not only an irrational event; and (3) .it subordinates the code
function to the connecting operation of communication.

'z

ig interesting in'that it (1) describes é&gfourse directly and not

v 521pid., p. 34.

53R. JAKOBSON, 'Cloaing/Statement" in Style in Langquage, p. 353.

.54Ibid. See also R. JAKOHESON, The Pramework of Lanquage, Michigan
Studies in the Humanities, No. 1 (1980), p. B82.

55

P. RICOEUR, ™"Language as 'Discourse® in Interpretation Theory,




“\\\\ ' : (T/ Theoretical Analytic : 144

.

q:b : ' Its positive contribution lies in recognizing that the message cannot supply

all the meaning: that discourse is structural; and that - lanque is in the

service of parole. We now present Jakobson's six communication factors and

functions (1) in terms of Jakobson's initial descriptions: (2) with
com::::::/;ggﬁanifions,'and amplifications by select other authors>®
affourdi special attention to Ricoeur's correctives; (3) with a

transposition of this communication/linguistic data to liturgical

application; and (4) with brief remarks outlining Jakobson's insistence
that in communication there isgs always a set toward .one particular
factor/function with the others ocontributing to the meaning .0of the

communication in a relative hierarchy.

: 1. Addresser/Emotive
According to Jakobson, "the so-called EMOTIVE of '‘expressive!'
function, focused on the ADDRESSER, aims a direct expregsion of the

¥

.speaker's attitude toward what he is speaking alitmut."s-‘r Note that the
- emotion involves what the addresser is speaking about, not an emotion
directed to the addressee, This emotive function is most clearly seen in

interjections, though this must be understood in the broader sense of not

jusf pithy words (Tuth Tut!), but alsc in one using expressive features

.~

[

561y should be noted that, though the importance of Jakobson's
model is universally accepted, he himself wrote little on the subject and
few others have added to the theory through analysis and/or commentary on
the factors and functions (see J, LYONS, Semantics [Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1977], Vol. 1, p. 54).

o 57

R. JAKOBSON, "Closing Statement" in Style in Language, p. 354.
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"38y g, Holenstein adds

{"gestures? Yes, but also elongated.phonemes, etc.
that a set toward addresser reveals the persanal attitude, status, or

emotional state of the speaker; it inqicates the attitude of the speaker

toward the words spgken.sg I.A, Richards places e@phasis on someone
directing, séhding a message.60 This is first-person discourse. The stress

here is on the gource of the message as conveying ‘emotion that affects the

. meaniﬁg of the communication. Within the context of gpeech-act theory, a

set toward addresser is indicatéd by the illeocutionary force of the speechl
act. Certain‘typés of performat&ves evidence this force at work:
aff&rmation or négation, ghanking, promising, approGing, deciding, étc.61.
In these perfprﬁatives, the addresse; b;ndé her/himself to a certain ﬁind of
action by the very utterance itself.

'Liturgicallé spéaking} thé,addresser could involve-several
possibilities: the presider, deacon (if one is érésent), proclaimers of tﬁe
word, commentators, and the assembled community. Theologically speaking,

one could even argue that the addresser in the, Liturgy of the Word is Christ

himself, since it is hissword which is proc:laimed.e’2 ‘Over and above the

SBIbidL See also L,R., WAUGH, Roman Jakobson's Science of Language
(Lisse: The Peter de Ridder Press, 1976), p. 25.

39ee E. HOﬁENSTEIN, Roman -Jakobson's Approach to Language, p. 54.

6OSee I.A. RICHARDS, "Punctions of and Factors in Language,‘-
Journal of Literary Semantics 1 {1972), 27.

61
p. 53.

See J. LADRIERE, "The Performativity of Liturgical Language,”

62See, for example, The General Instruction of the Roman Migsal in
Documents on the Liturgy 1963~1979: Conciliar, Papal, and Curial Texts.
{Collegeville: The Liturgical Press, 1983), Document #208, pp. 465-534, #9:
"When the Scriptures are read in the Church, God himself speaks to his
people and it is Christ present in his word, who proclaims the Gospel."-




ik
el

'questicn of who is speaking, the ‘more important questions are when and why

is there a set toward the_gﬁdresser in liturgy? The answer aevokes.a

e —

realization that the attitudes and emotions expressed by the addresser

affect the meaning of the communication and that this is what is primary in

the specific ac% of communication when the set is toward addresser.
-

For Jakobsod, "orientation toward the ADDRESSEE, the CONATIVE

2. Addressea/Conative b

function, finds its purest grammatical expression in the vocative and
imperative ... n63  ge goes on to note that imbgrative séntences differ from
declarative sentences most notably in that the former cannot be determined
to be true or false; nor can they be converted into interrogative sentences.
A set towara the adéressee attempts to make what is contained in the

communication more or less evident64 to the person being addressed. This is

gsecond-person discourse. A set toward the addressee is indicated by a

perlocutionary .act. The emphasis here is on the promotion of an effect;
perlocutionary laﬁguage leads to results. Hence, a set toward the addressee
is an invitation to activity. It is evidenced in performative utterances
which are aimed at producing a particular effect in the addressee:
persuading, conungnding, enlightening, inspiring, petitioning, etc.65

Jakobson's use of the term "conative"™ rather than the term

- "vocative” to describe an addressee's correlative function implies "that it

63

R. JAROBSON, "Closing Statement” in Style in Langquage, p. 355.

64Seé I.A. RICHARDS, "Fun&bjbns of and Factors in Language," 33..

655ee J. LADRIERE, "Phe Performativity of Liturgical Language,”

p. 53.
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iB'primarily as an instrument in the satisfaction of the séeaker‘s wishes
andndesirea that the addressee is invoked.“se-LHence. even though a set
toward addressee is an indication of degired effects on that addressee, the
eﬁphasis is not separate from tpe-addressez*s wighes or &esiras. The effect
produced iﬁ.the addressee accrues some benefit for the‘aadresSer. Analysis
of addresser/addressee factors indicates that there is a cloée-relationship
betﬁeen them in the communicative act; if the set is toward one, the other
will be directly and closely affected, If the set is toward the addresser,
the import of the communication lies in the attitude of the speaker as
directed to the addressee, If the set is toward the addressee, the import
of the communication lies in the effects the addresser's attitudes and

B

emotions seek to have on the addressee. When determinihg the hierarchy of

-

functions, it is not sufficieht just to highlight a set to;ard addresser or
addressee witﬁout als; show;ng how the other iq implicated as well,

As with the addresser, in liturgy the addressee is sometimesfgéd,
sometimes the presider, and at other times the assembled community. Most
frequently, however, the addresser/addressee pair is between the assembled
community as addresser and God (named in various ways) as addressee. This
"dialogue® characterizes liturgy as prayer. When the get of this diélogue

is on addresser, the prayer emphasizes the attitudes and emotions of the

community., Here, prayer as praise, adoration, and thanksgiving is

" paramount.” When the get is on the addressee, the prayer emphasizes the

desires of the addresser (usually the community} teo whom the addressee (God)

is to respond; here, the prayer is that of supplication. An analysis of the

66J. LYONS, Semantics, pP. 52.
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QED addresser/addressee pair not only points to liturgy as prayer, but it also
. ‘ P :
indicates the kind of prayer language that ig used. : )

.3. Contact/Phatic

- Jakobson asserts that

there are message's primarily serving to establish, to prolong, or
to discontinue communicaticn, to check whether the channel works
("Hello, do you hear me?"), to attract the attention of the
interlocutor or to confirm hiq continued attention ("Are you
listening?" or in Shakespearean dictionﬁ "Lend ‘me your eargy--and
on the other end of the wire "Um-hm.').

A set for contact "may be displayed by a profuse exchange of ritualized
formulas, by entire dialogues with the mere purport of prolonging
communication."68 This set asks, checks out;cwhether contact between/among

. —
interlocutors is bein maintained.69 Holenstein wsees contact as the
; g

- physical channel or psychological connection which maintains the

communication.70 ‘Richards rewords Jakobson to see contact as the physical

—

and mental conditions which let the addresser and addressee come into and

71

continue communication; it keeps the parties "in touchﬂnz

87g. JAROBSON, "Closing Statement" in Style in Language, p. 355.

681hi4.

695&e L.R. WAUGH, Roman Jakobson's Science of lLangquage, p. 25.

70See E. HOLENSTEIN, Roman Jakobson's Approach to Langquage, p. 155,

71See I.A. RICHARDS, "Punctions of and Factors in Language,” 28.
See also J. LYONS, Semantics, p. 53.

@ 721,n. RICHARDS) "Functions of and Factors in Language,” 28.
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In liturgy, contact establishes a relationship between the presider

and the assembled community;73

This not only strengthens the presider's
role as president of the éssembly, but it also estdblisﬁes the "here and
now" reality of iiturgy. Another consideration arises, however, if we
consider contact in terms of ritualized forfiulas. ‘This'is ordinarily
undérstood to mean such queries ag "How are you?" wheré the- addresser doés
not expect a medical report by way of an énswer. When-contact is méde in
liturgy through such-ritualized formulas as "The Lord belwith you," the
question arises as tb whether contact‘is not established so much between the
presider and ;ommunity (who are obvious interlocutors) aﬁ between Ged and
the community (who are the usual interlocutq{?’ﬁﬁﬁm\fhe set in the
liturgical text is toward addresser or adérésséé;. If thiS\EEEE—EPe case;

then there would be a strong affinity between contact and context in the

liturgy. N

73Not unimportant in thg/presént discussion is the fact that the
early notion of Church (community} was not so much as a static, spatially-
defined, enumerated entity or body, but as a gathered assembly called by Ged
for worship. The emphasis in this latter notion of Church is on action
rather than passion, In the Greek Septuagent, eékklesia translates ge hal,
which means "the assembly of God, the meeting of God" (C. VAGAGGINI,
Theological Dimensions of the Liturgy: a General Treatise on the Theology of
the Liturgy, 4th ed., trans. L.J. Doyle and W,A. Jurgens [Collegeville- The
Liturgical Press, 1976], p. 2795 see also the article " éuMANGC{a" by K.L.
SCHMIDT in Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, ed. G. RKittel and G.
Friedrich, trans. G.,W. Bromiley [Grand Rapids: Wm B. Eerdmans Publishing
Company, 1964-1976}, Vol. III, pp. 501-536). In this action sense of
community as a gathered assembly for worship, language is "the location in
which and the instrument by means of which the community is constituted” (J.
LADRIERE, "The Performqplvity of Liturgical Language,” 59). .In liturgy,
then, the phatic function of language *i1s not only an "attention-getting”
device, but (much more importantly) it actually constitutes the community.
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According to Jakobson, "whenever the addresser and/or the addresses

need to check up whether they use the same code, speech is focused on the

CODE: it performs a METALINGUAL' (i.e. glossing) function."’* Centered on

- language (French: langue), the code is "the corpus of possible messagasﬂ75

Further, "any overall code is multiform and comprises a hierarchy of diverse

v

subcodes freely chosen by the speaKer with regard to the variable functions

of the message, to its addressee, and to the felation Q&tween the

interlocutorsﬂ76 In .other words, "the code is not static but dynamie, a

diversified, convertible code, with differentiations as to fﬁﬁctions and as

to time and space factor .‘T Hence, code is a "gsemiotic entity rather than

a material one“;78 it _4£s "the system ... which underlies and makes possible

w79

that and every other \message and "requires the collective concensus of

. 74R. JAROBSON, "Closing Statement"™ in S5tyle .in Language, p. 356.
Note that U. ECO {("The Influence of Roman Jakobson on the Development of
Semiotics™ in D, Armstrong and C.H., Van Schooneveld, adsg.,
Roman Jakobson: Echoes of His Scholarship [Lisse: The Peter de Riddler
Press, 19771, p. 48) brings out two different uses of code, which he says
Jakobson always keeps distinct: the code within a system which relates
gsignifier to signified and the code betwgg:ﬁ;jstems.
"

75R. JAKOBSON, Selected Writings 3 Five Volumes (s'Gravenhage:

Mouton & Co., 1962-1979), p. 705. See also U.. ECO, "The Influence of Roman
Jakobson on the Develgopment of Semiotics™ in Roman Jakcbson: Echoes of His

Scholarship, p. 48: "There is a code only when there is an ensemble of

forecasted possibilities based upon the correlation of a given signifier to a
given signified." . ‘

76p. JAROBSON, Selected Writings II, p. 719.

77L.R. WAUGH, Roman Jakobson's Science of Lanquage, p. 23,

781hig.

791bid. . e
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the individual speakersﬂso . Waugh's conclusions are echoed in

Richards, who describes the code as a "system of sounds, marks, related to

a"8l and this must be fully or at least in

parts that can make up the message
part the same for addresser and addressee. A set toward the code tries to
show by explications or through examples how terms (language) are being

used.s2

 One departure of Ricoeur from Jakobson involves the metalingual =~

function, Jakobson limits the code to the ngquage system, as a function

over and against the other functions. icoeur, however, extends the

metalingual function to the reflective chpacity of language to designate

itgelf and its other. 1In this, the metalingual function is particularly

"

L . : s
related to the referential function; both point to language's mediation of -

o~

reality.83

This has important consequences for a liturgical application.
In liturgy, the code is identified as the language that is used;

however, this must be understood as more than use of the vernacular, or even

more than use of religious or sacred language. The set toward code in

liturgy is concerned with finding out if the code is used/understood in the
same way by all who participate in the liturgy. Thus, this set is

determined by the concurrence of the assembled community with what is being

8oIbid. See also P. RICOEUR, "Language as Discourse® in
Interpretation Theory, p. 3, who sees code as "systematic and compulsory for
a given speaking commnity.” .

: BlI.A. RICHARDS, "Functions of and Factors in Language," 127.

82g0¢ Tbid., 33.

83See P. RICOEUR, "Metaphor and Philosophical Discourse" in The
Rule of Metaphor: Multi-disciplinary Studies of the Creation of Meaning in

Lanquage, trans. R. Czerny with K. McLaughlin and J. Costello, S.J.-

{(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1977), p. 304.
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.cbmmﬁnicated. The "checking up“}on whether the code is understood is more
ot

than just a common agreement on the sense of lan ué,'but in liturgy a set’

* toward code implies an involvement, a commitment, to what is commonly

understood. Code is expressed through such utterances as acclamationg,
f.

faith statements, and commitment ceremonies and in this the metalingual

function is the community's affirmation of the reality being mediated ﬁy

language.

5. Message/Poetic

Being of primary interest to Jakobson, the workings of the poetic
function are both more accessible in his writings as well as more illusive,
Here we come to the heart of communication. For Jakohson, the poetic

function is the dominant, determining function of wverbal art,84 It is-an

85 86 Lo

aesthetic, although we must be careful to recognize

artistic function
that the poetic function is not equal té poetry: ™Any attempt to reduce the
sphere of poetic function to poetry or to confine boetry to poetic function
would be a delusive oversimplification."87

The poetic function operates in two ways. First, "by promoting the

igns, [it] deepens the fund:méntal dichotomy of signs and

84See R. JAKOBSON, "Closing Statement™ in Style ih Language,

p. 356.
85

See R. JAKOBSON, Selected Writings II, pD. SQ?.

865ee 1bid., p. 662. -

. 87z JaROBSONF®"¢iosing Statement” in Style in Language, p. 356.
Rather than only po the poetic function applies-to any artistic,
creative use of language in general (see J. LYONS, Semantics, p. 54).

I

\' )
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c>bject:s."88 For Jakobson, the message i3 necessarily afbitfaryag _in that the
“ focus is on the "message for its own sake at the expense of the
reference":go hence the eluci.dation of the sign which promotes the
dichotomy of signs and objects. Second, the poetic function "projects the

principle of equivalence from the axis of gelection into the axis of

-

combination."91

The poetic function, for Jakobson, plays ‘on mere

92

equivalence of terms; thus, the message 'is contingent, implying that the
!

_process of combination offers no surprises: "the message has the ground of

n93  ag' Richards puts

its communicabilitf in the structure of its meaning,
it, a message is a meaning selected from a limitless possible field%4 1t
is in this context that Jakobson says "poetry and metalanguage ... are in

diametrical opposition to each other: in metalanguage the sequence is used

to build an equation, whe{eas in poetry the equation is used to build a

2

BBR. JAKOBSON, "Closing Statement™ in Style in Languaqge, b. 356;
See alse J. LYONS, Semantics, p. 54.

895&9 P. RICOEUR, "Languagg as Discourse" if* Interpretation
Theory, p. 3. )

9OIbid., p. 36, See also P, RICOEUR, "The Hermeneutical Function
of Distanciation” in Hermeneutics and the Human Sciences, p. 141: " ...
poetic, where language seems to glorify itself at the expense of the
referential function of ordinary discourse.”

91R. JAROBSON, "Closing Statement™ in Style in Lanquage, p. 358;
italics Jakobson's, See also P. RICOEUR, “Metaphor and Reference" in The
Rule of Metaphor, p. 223.

92

P, RICOEUR, "Language as Discourse™ in In¥erpretation Theory,
P ‘3. ’ 7
931bid., p. 16.

94See I.A. RICHARDS, "Functions of and Factgg;/?§>Language,"'36-37.
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sequencaﬂgs Thus "the message is a temporal event in the succession of .

events which constiﬁute the diachronic dimensioﬁ of time."?6 Waugh nicely
summarizes message as "éhe unique, semelfactive [instantaneous, momentary,
singular], single act of speechfg7 The set toward message is a set toward
the linguistic symbolslin themselves; for them to have meaning, they must be
inte%greted by the add:essee.98

Ricoeur rejects Jakobson's eclipse of reference in the éoetic
function: "My contention is that discourse cannot fail to be about
something. In saying this, T am denying the ideolo;y of absolute texts,"2?
Exceét for a few very sophisticated texts in modern literature, Ricoeur
maintains that even texts whose emphasis is on message gtill refer to a
world. To this end he distinguishes betweén texts withqestensive—
descriptive references (for example, discourse) and non-ocstansive-
descriptive references (fdr example, non-poetic, non-fictional‘textsi which
point to a situational reference as opposed to texts with a non-ostensive
and non-descriptive reference (poetic texts) which péint to a non-

100

situational reference. It is not a question of whether a text refers to

a world, but rather it is a question of how the text refers to a world. A

9SR. JAKOBSON, "Closing Statement™ in Style ir language, p. 35B.

L

+

96?. RICOEUR, "Language as. Discourse” in Interpretation Theory,

P. 3.
-
97L.R. WAUGH, Roman Jakobson's Science of Language, p. 23.
98 gir " , "
See I.A. RIC DS, "Punctions of and Pactors in Language," 3B..

99p, RICOEUR, "Speaking and Writing" in Interpretation Theory,

p. 36. '

1005ee 1bid., p. 37.
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descriptive text precipitates a situation while a non-descriptive text does
not. The distinetion is between a situation (whether real or imaginary is
unimportant at the moment) opened up by descriptions including space-time

references and a non-situation that has no "connection to the unique space-

time network common to ostensive and non-ostensive discription [sic]."lo1

.In either case, there is a world because there is reference. Further, for

Ricoeur the term "world" indicates

the ensemble of references opened up by every kind of text,

descriptive or poetic, that I have read, unde:§tood, and loved,

And to understand a text is to interpolate among the predicates of

our gituation all the significations that make a Welt ocut of our

Umwelt. It is this enlarging of our horizon of existence that

- permits us to speak of the references opened up by the text or of
the world opened up by the referential claims of most texts, 102

Even poetic texts, for Ricoeur, enlarge our horizon of existence in their

. ‘v
own non—situational way.

.

o

The Liturgy of the Word emphasizés message and itsQiﬁtagpretation.

But while Jakobgon would support the increased dichotomy between sign and

,object (that is, between Scripture and reality), Ricoeur would maintain that

the proclamation must be about something, so it must refer to a world. This
is evident when that message is not only proclaimed, but interpreted. The
interpretation is aided, however, by the context. There is a relationship

between the poetic and referential functions,

1011pig., p. 36. S~

1021pi4., p. 37.

-
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Asserting that a set toward tha context is the leading task of
numerous messages,“Jakobson sees this as a denotative, cognitive

103

function, 'For Jakobson, "in referential language the connection between

signans and. signatum is overwhelmingly based on their codified
n104 '

contiguity, and here Jakobson and Ricoeur part company again. Jakobson

would maintain that a‘seﬁ toward reference éeeks to manifest the signatum,
Waugh  -suggests Jakecbson 1is saying thaé the referential function is
ideational, that it informs about ideas or the outside world, 105 1t seemg
that Jakobson makes no claim about that signatum in terms of its prerogative
tb-unveii reality, The task of a set toward reference is simply to
"designate objects and bestow them with meaning."106 'Tkus, for Jakobson,
the context is "something the addresser is thinking of, talking ;bout;
[that] which the addressee can think of, more or less, as the addresser

. -t ——
n107

) "I
does. It makes what is spoken more 'seizableidﬂs Richards uncovers a

speciai problem with respect to referent: "referent, so defined, is dual:

both a bare denotation (extension) AND the character being ascribed to

10350 R, JAROBSON, "Closing Statement" in Style in Language, p.
353, See also Selected Writings II, p. 705: "referential, conceptual
component™; p. 719: "cognitive, referential functiom.”

104R. JAKOBSON, "Closing Statement" in Style in Lanquage, p. 372.

1055¢e L.R. WAUGH, Roman Jakobson's Science of Lanquage, p. 25.
106

E. HOLENSTEIN, Roman Jakobson's Approach to Lanquage, p. 156.

107I.A. RICHARDS, "Punctions of and Factors in Language, ™ 27.

108500 1Bid., 33.

~
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~

1:."109‘ Then he raises two, questions concerning the character being

) ascribed to the Eetérent: "ts the referent what would be, ware it as the

statament represants it as being? ©Or is it whatfwould make that
reprasentation true, if true, and falsa. 1f £a1222"}10 Thig takes us to the

hoart of the problem. Richatds com:inges his probing:
- %
CONTEXT links this trouble [duality of the referent] with at least
two others, Any attempt to describe how we come to knou anything
. * through experience, become able to _rafer te it, think “of it, talk
Q . of it, etc., has somehow to connect present thinkings of, pointings
¢ to, otc., with-past originative occasions. - Through_ one
nomenclature or another it has to take account of recurrence.

‘In other wur '8, Richaxds 1s saying that the sequence of past meanings
affects tie mem-imit MeAning of the signatumy when speaking of context or

r;éerencq, talr Bt tee vaken ints account. So the context is twofold: both

. the procaeass of past r:e'currencesum.ch affacts presen\t‘:“me:;mngs, as well as

}e iﬁqediata gurroundini;s of the siqnans in the givan communication act.

Harein is a pivotal problem: the analysis thus far haé ‘remained on

. ap epistemological' leve].. Yet, a sense.'of Teomething more” prevails which

is never explicated, And so enters Ri eur, who pushes the referent to the

"

lavel of reality. For Ricoeur, - -
z._z\nse of the meaning is the ideal object which is 1ntended
eaning is purely immanent to discourse. The reference is the

e s"

) 1091b1d., 34. _

11;:'Ib.i.d. ‘0, RIBOUL (in Langaqe.at idéologie [Paris: Press
universitaires de France, 1980], pp. 46-51l) comments that it is only the
rafarential function to which true or false can be applied. ©On p. 51 he
‘charts a valaur (import, forcae) for eack of the factors/functions:
réfersntial=—truth; emotive--ginceritvy conative~-legitimacy; poetic—-

.- beauty; phatic-—politenemss; and metaﬁxngual—correctxon. These forces and

‘their opposites (falsehood, insincerity, etc.) could be added to the

| criteria listed in tha next section.

= 1111.&. RICHARDS, '?unctior{s of and Pactors 'in Language,” 34;
italics mine. s '
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truth value of the proposition, its claim to reach reality.
Through this character discourse is opposed to language which has
no relationship with reality. Words refer to other words in the
round without end of the dictionary. Only discourse, we say,
intends things, is applled to reality, expresses the world. 112

what is essentlal is that meanlng is recovered only in use. While the

v

reference of oral language results from monstrations common to the

in;erlocutors,113

sentence ,.. which intends to say something true or somethirg real, at least

in declarative d_iscourse."ll4 Though language in itself separates signs

" from things, language in use compensates for this:

Language is not a world of its own. It is not even a world. But
because we are in the world, because we are affected by situations,

and because we .orient ourselves comprehensively in thosq:>;
situations, we have something to say, we have experience to bring%X
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 [sic]
immanent justification ... 3 '
. 4

,

» ’ . .
Limit-experience is connected with limit-expression, which has important
ramifications within the religious sphere:

- The limit-expressions of religious language are appropriated in the
redescfiption of that which we might correlatively call the limit-
experiences of man, and that these limit-experiences, redeseribed
by the limit-expressions of religious language, constitute the
appropriate referent of this language.

112?. RICOEUR, "Philosophy and Religious Language," Journal of
Religion 54 (1974), 78-79. .

11350e P. RICOEUR, "Language as Discourse” in Interpretation
Theory, p. 35.

114P.'RICOEUR, ”Whan_is a Text? Explanatlon and Understanding” in
Hermeneutics and the Human Scfences. p. 148. -

1lSP. RICOEUR, "Langquage As- Digcourse™ in Ihterprépation Theory,
pp. 20-21, ' R

116

: P. RICOEUR, "Biblical Hermeneutics," Semeia 13 (1975), 108
italics added. '

&

in texts the "referential function is supported by the
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Ricoeur is saying that religious language hasg within its very configuration
the possibility'of being in touch with the religlous reality to which it is

directed. Thus, while "religious language discloses the religious dimension

e"ll? on the one hand, on the other hand it also

of common human experienc

a

discloses the human dimension of common religious experience. Language in

use is a model for theologicallf‘relating human experience and religious

experience.
-~
-Liturgically speaking, there is a set toward reference in that text

where the focus is on a séquence of disclosures that open up the text's
. :

relationship to reality. As descriptive text, it is necessarily

situational.

We susgpect that just as addresser/addressee hold in tensien an.

-

. esgential contiquity, so do message and context. A set toward mesgsage is a
. . L.

commitment to redescribe reality because the scope OEﬂQPe poetic function is

. o '
"the power of making the redescé:;tion of reality correspond with the power- -

of bringing the fictions of the imagination to speechﬁdla In religious
terms, this is to say that a set toward message is a recognition of the
power of bringing into line reality and its expressions precisely in terms

set on message renders the text primary with respect to offering

. redescription of reality. On the other hand, a get toward context measures

the adequacy of the text over and against the reality it disclosges which,

-~

renders reality as primary wigg’respect to interpretiﬁg the text-and shapes

and controls that very interpretation. 1In either case, there is a

t
1171p4d., 1283 italics Ricoeur's..

1181hi4., 107.

A
o
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e
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contiguity bgtween megsage and context that cannot be disrupted p&ecisely

because of the relationship between limit-expression and limit-experience.
Having lay;d out Ricoeur's action theory and Jakobsoﬁ's

communicatién model and having made prelimigary_sgggestioné as to their

applicability to liturgical texts, we now set out the linguistic criteria

.that are the interpretive tools for applying these theories to a liturgical

text.

C. Criteria for a Liturgical Analytic

An afalysis of a liturgiecal act as communication is difficult
because each liturgical celebration is a unique communication event.

Analysis, therefore, cannot be extrapolated to indicate implicatiod% for all -

~liturgical acts as specific events. VY¥et, liturgical principles and

theological indicationg can be universalized. Analysis, then, focuses only

on what is common to all li;urgical actg: the liturgical text,

The criteria for this ﬂgalysis of liturgical texts are a

'

combination of the linguistic indications of action inscribed within a text
and communication factors/functions that may be operative. quce there haé
already been an extensive presentétion of Ricoeur's semanticsﬂéf action and
Jakobson's communication model, the &riteria for analyzing the select
Eucharistic texq;are presented in outline florm. Our intention is to keep

e

the criteria specific enough to be recognizable in a text with as little

3
S

“_—\\\a;hjgujty'as possible, The lingquistic criteria are grouped together under
i

- N

some common .headings; each criterion is marked witﬁ-a black dot ("®") s0
¥
it can be quickly identified, keeping the various criteria clearly separate

from the categories under which they have been grouped.
i Lt

«
™,
' .
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Six categorieé adequately group the criteria. (1) "PRONOUN USE"
rerars to the aétual inclusion of first ("1," "me," "my," “Qe," etec.),
second ("you"), or third ("he," "she," "it," etc,) person prohouns in the
éext. (2) "VERB USE" includes such items as illocuticnary or pérlocutionéry
varbs, moods (conditional, optative, subjunctive, indicqtive), and voicg
(activ;.or passive). (3) "GRAMMAR USE" emphasizes construction of a sentence
beyond subject-verb-object, including such examples as use of interjections,

adverbs, particular word order,. etc., (4) "TYPOGRAPHY USE" refers to elements

that are part of the printed appearance of the text, such as exclamation .

Ll

.points, question marks, or use of italics. (5) "EXPRESSIVE FEATURES"
-

n »

includes any voca xpression (Buch as voice inflection) or bodily actioen

(gestures) which gives "a textual indication of feeling or emotion. Finally,
(6) "LITERARY GENRE" includes the devices normally accepted in the literary

' )
field as genre (Such as narrative, poetry, etc.).

. ~

Most of the criteria listed are general; that is, they might apply

L]

to any fieid.in which a text ;ight be written to express content. Some
cri;eria, however, would apply specifically to the field of liturgy. For
example, "?igns of reverence" in general transposes to "bow,"™ but it may
traﬁspose to "genuflection® f&r a sgpecifically liturgical context. Where

these criteria fare uniquely liturgical, they are included in square'tgspkets

~in the following list. What follows, then, ig a listing of each of

Jakobson's communication factors/functions with respective linguistic
Y

criteria augménted by Ricoeur's. action theory. Ail,of these criteria have

been mentioned earlier in the chapterf further comments would only be
L .
redundant, so we omit them, The criteria are ligted here in point form ‘in

) .,
order to pull together concrete criteria E§r analyzing a text which may have

€
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been lost in the density of the above exposé, as well as to provide a handy

quick-referance for the reader as s/he follows the gnsuing analyses of

Chapters Five and Six.

1. Addresser/Bmotive

PRONOUN USE

-

® First Person ("I," "we," etc.)

VERB USE
® Performative Verbs of Illocutionary Force

@ Intentional {(verb denoted as a mental

® Pasgsive voice a possibility, denoting
. . subject

Examples:

r

Affirmations
Negations
Praising
Thanking
Promisging
Approving
Deciding
Doubting, etc.

3

® Predicate relations
® Specific moods

@ Hortatory
® Conditional
® Subjunctive
® Optative

GRAMMAR USE
® Interjections
TYPOGRAPHY USE

'® Exclamation points

. . ‘ {i Question marks

act)
action by a



e
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@ ' EXPRESSIVE FEATURES
»

"Feeling" expressions or words revealing attitude or

emotiongl\
§ongs -

Gestures ~
{6 Extended hands]
. i
2. Addressee/Conative
"PRONOUN USE
# Second Person ("yau")
VERB USE
¢ Performative Verbs of Perlocutionary Effects

' ® Non-intensional (denoting an effective action)

' ® Action that affects the addressee
(:/, ® Passive voice a possibilit{, emphasizing action
. "done to" . '
® Truth value lies in the performance or non-
) ‘ performance of an action .
c : ® Examples: -
é
® Persuading
® Petitioning
. ® Enlightening
® Inviting to activity
* ® Inspiring, etc. :

® Spec¢ific moods . o

® Imperative verbs:l19

b} -

-

119J. LADRIERE indicates that "imperative formulations involve a
non-expressed performative" ("The Performativity of Liturgical Language,”
57). Note that Ricoeur (see above, p. 60) sees imperatives as perlocutionary
performatives. Ricoeur does allow for at least a limited inscription of the
perlocutionary., With Jakobson's communication factors/functions, a greater
specification is permitted. Hence, with an emphasis on addressee; we sgee
the imperative as indicating a perleocutionary performative, though
Jakebson's insistance on a hierarchy of functions implies that the addresser
ig also significant in an imperative., This hierarchy suggests a refinement
of Ricoeur rather than a contradiction in the classification of inscribed
indicators. Other refinements involve including some performative verbs

G under criteria for addressee (thus implying perlocutionary force), and
adverbs as indicating context.
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GRAMMAR USE
]
[
EXPRESSIVE
®
(o
[®
3. Contact/Phatic
EXPRESSIVE

L]
°
]

(@

{e

(@

(@

4. Code/Metalingual
GRAMMAR USE

TYPOGRAPHY
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F\
_ @ Commanding
@ Intending, etc.

Statements with no propositional truth value; they
cannot be converted into a question
Non—-declarative statements )

FEATURES

Pointed finger
Joinedihands]
Lifting of gifts]

FEATURES
Excﬁange of rituwalized formulas or responses

(® "The Lord be with you." "And also with you."]

Touh ‘ c //

Eye fontact
Inclusive gestures
Extended hands)
Showing the gifts]
Voice volume] :
Facing the people] : ‘.

J .
Definitions
Concurrence giving evidence that the code is being
understocd
[® Acclamations])
[® Faith statements]
[® Conmitment ceremonies]
{® Vows, promises]
’ 1
USE '
Quotation marks
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~ Mpssage/Poetic
. - o~
"< GRAMMAR USE . ,
® Stress on sense/words .

® Repetitions or rephrasing
® Formal introductions and conclusions
® Instructional material
(@ Homily] !
TYPOGRAPHY USE
® Italics
LITERARY GENRE ) o .

@ Poetry
® Artistic or creative expression
[® Proclamation]

EXPRESSIVE FEATURES

® Signs of reverence

® Position of honor 4
. i [® Incense]
b (@ Candles]
[® Bows]

[®@ Genuflections]

Context/Reference
PRONOUN USE.&\
® Third person ('"him," “her," "it," etc.)
VERB USé |

eUse of past tense which connects present °circumstances
Y and meanings to past originary events and
- meanings
® Verbs of sgtate

‘e Attributive relations

® Stress on event
® Specific moods

® Indicative ‘ N
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0 B GRAMMAR USE
® Demonstratives ("this," '"that," etc.)
® Declarative- statements :

@ Adverbs of time and place
® Descriptive texts

LITERARY GENRE ‘ ' o ' ' ‘ . x

- . "® Narration - < ) ) .
o : ® Apocalyptic
® Parables
® Proverbs . S
® Metaphors - {
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CHAPTER FIVE

'..PRAC'I'ICAL &ITIC OF SELECT EUCHARISTIC TEXT

" The preceding theoretical analytic can only promise a recoverﬁ of
. & .

the sense of méaning from the.l;ngqistics‘of a text. It remains for déhfb
actually deﬁdnst?ate a practical analytic directed to a select text, . When
./ghe conclusions of a practical analytic support the claim§ of a theoretical

analytiec, the latter can be said to be a viable methodology.

&hapter Five is aivided'into four parts. Since our practical
analytic needs a texﬁ and a methodology, the-first part of thi; chapter
addresses these two factors in two sections. The first section discusses

C‘ various "texts" that must be taken :'Lnto account when -réferring to any
2 .
liturgical text, but in particular here the Eucharistic text. The
discussion proceeds:from a'éonsideration of the broadest application of the
LY
term "text" (as an actual liturgical celebration) to a more delimited use of
text-igg written text). "Written text" requires even further clarification. -
The written text of the Eucharistic rite is an expanded text yhich includes
the "proper"” parts of the Eucharistiq rite'(for example, the presidential
prayers and readings). "Written text" is also a more restricted text

consisting of only the "ordinary" ‘of the rite (that which we take as our

select text). The relationship among these uses off'text" is considered as .

well as their relationship to other documents whigh enhance our explanation.
The second section of this first part of the apter-~demonstrates certain

)
principles that are operative when applying the methodelogy; we address such
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areas as our divisions of the select text, its overview of action, and the
hierarchy of sets and subsets and their interrelationships.

The second part of Chapter Five uncovers the linguistic sense of
the seiect text through an analysis of that text. We éivide_the Eucharistic
text according tb four divisions: the Introcductory Rites, the Liturgy of

the Word, the Liturgy of the Eucharist, and the Concluding Rite; Each

division is analyzed, summarized, and critiqued according to the semantics

~

. . . {1 ’ :
of action and communication factors_ and functions that are apparent at a

linguistic level. :

[ RN

The third part of the chapter raises questions about the genre which
generated the "text. While this exploration points to the,genius of the text
as _a composite work, at the same time it leads us into the fourth part of

the chapter, a conclpsion, which intimates that an explanation of sense
[

already indicates a reference implicating undérstanding.

!h A. Text and Methodolocgy

This first part of Chapter Five explores the relationship between -

the written. text which is our own immediate object of inguiry and the

broader living text that in‘actuality is the Eucharistic rite. The méaning
of a liturgical t;xt can never be gleaﬁed only from an exﬁlanation of a
written text because the writtenitext does not capture the full dimension of
dynamfc re-pregentation of Christian possibilities unfoldéd in an actual
celebration. Nevertheless, an explanation of lhe written text affords clues

which open up these Christian possibilities, Expleoring the relationship of

the various del}mitations of the EBucharistic text in turn calls for a

. [

J—
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clarification of methodological procedure with respect to that liturgical

text. We now turn our attention to thgse two tasks.

1. Text: Operating Relationships

1

Ordinarily, when we speak of "liturgy," we refer to an actual

liturgical celebration in which we participate; we posit the fullness of the
‘ ¢ :

liturgical text tc be an actual liturgical celebration. Even though a

liturgical text is a "linguistic fact," it is "designed for celebratidnﬂl

Several important consequences age implied by this presupposition.

. A-first consequence is that eagh liturgical celebration is a
unigque, unrepeatable event, .It takes place with a specific presider and
assembly, at a given time, in a partiéhlar place, Litufgical celebration,

as an historical event, unfolds once and for all in its own singular way.

If we would choose to study a liturgical text in its fullness, we would do

so by observing then describing actual celebrations. Indeed, much of the
contribution of an anthropology of religious ritual is gleaned from on-the-
scenes research such as this2 which(ﬁas_the distinct advantage of gapturing

3

innovative elements proper\to particular celebrations., As a second

1

s January 1969 Instruction Comme lefprévoit, Document 23 in
Documents on the Liturgy 1963-1979: Conciljar, Papal, and Curial Texts

{Collegeville: The Liturgical Press, 1982), #27.

'Zng Chapter 1: "Interpreting Ritual in the Field" in R.L. GRIMES,
Beginnings in Rituwal Studies (Washington, D.C.: University Press of America,
1982), pp. 1-17, See also M. COLLINS, "Liturgical Methodology and the
Cultural Evolution of Worship in the United States," Worship 49 (1975): 100-
101, : _ R

3See above, Chapﬁer Three, pp. 106-107.

S
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-

consequence, the descriptive reporting characteristic of such research4

points to layvers of meaning inherent’ in the celebration and shows the

fecundity ofi-the language and action of the celebration. In a third

consequence,.the unfolding of tﬁe action in an actual litufgical,celebration
indicates the diachronic character of every celgbration. A foqrtﬁ
.;onsequence of viewing litﬁrgical text in its-éuliness as celebration is
that litﬁfgy is seen to be grounded in a particﬁlér cultural ethos; in this,
liturgy is parﬁ of cultural, historical existence rather thén alongside it

or;outsiéz\ﬁf;

P . 3
While qtf consequences of assuming "liturgical text" .to be
. _ : L3

——

identical to "liturgical celebration" are many and advantageous, obserfation

of a number of liturgical celebrations (for example, Eucharist) reveals that

L3
while some elements identify any given celebration as particular,

né;;;;;;éss there is a ;igcerﬁiﬁle structure that quérlieS'ali‘celé;rations
of‘the same rite. Egcharist, for exémplé, always unfolds as éathef ng and
introducing, reading, preaching, praving common prayeré, gift-giving,
praying anaphora,'eaéing and driﬁking, dismissing. There'is in this'a
liturgical traditicn derived from particular celebrations yet witﬁesging to
a form recognized and accepted byl;iturgical communities as prescriptive.
An important'note is thgt the progression is not from prescription to

description, but the reverse is true. The prescriptive text derives from

1

~

4See, for examﬁle, Chapter 1l: "Thick Descriptidn: toward an
Interpretive Theory of Culture” in C. GEERTZ, The Interpretation of

Cultures: Selected Essays (New York: Basic Books, Inc., Publishers, 1973),

pp. 3-30.

L

R
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that which is normative in a tradition of celebrations.> "Prescriptiveﬁ'

then, does not imply an unchangeable text nor an invariable manner of
+

celebration; the history of lituréical texts shows that they have undergone
numerous changes over the centuries., ‘"Prescriptive" here implies a text
that bears the' structural form (i.e., thgt which is normative) of a

tradition of celebrations. It is also true that the present celebrations of
- — . hY

T

a liturgical (text remain in the line of tradition that continues to give

-
-

shap%/fS\and deéfines the préécriptivé te#t. Thus, the presgri@tive text
changes (of at least it ought to) ag the tradition changes and requires new
forms. The relationship between actual celebration and prescriptive text is
an essential c.e precisely because of the interaction of celebrations
through a tradition and‘identifiable, common form,

But where do we turn to find a prescriptive text? We find a
tradition of liturgical celebrations in churches, schools, convents,
monasteries, hospitals, hqmes‘for the aged, prisons, family homes, in any
space where there is Christian communitf gathered for the purpose of

celebration. What is’ their prescriptive text? The answer to this question
~
is that the prescriptive text is a written text; it is found in those books

-~

. t
(for example, sacramentaries and other books of rites) which are approved by

the authorities responsible for liturgical celebration. But even this

statement’'is not so simple as it may seem; let us consider the case of the

Eucharistic text.

sWe use "normative" in relation to tradition as that which
describes the common form that has survived throudh the centuries of
celebrations and revisions. We use "prescriptive" in relation to the
celebration of an actual rite.
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The prescriptive Eucharistic text is, in actuality, a collection of
parts gathéred from several sources. Thus, in addition to that which in the
Eucharistic rite we call the "ordinary," the prescriptive text also includes
the propers for the day (the antiphons for the Introductory Rites and
Communion Rite and thé presidential prayers) which are usuallg.locqted
elseghere ip the sacramentary; ofher optiohal sacramentary texts, sych as

prefaces and blessings; the da§qs Scripture readings and respénses found in

a lectionary (the latter of which could also send us to the Graduale Romanum

or The Simple Gradual).6 But this is still not all that is necessary or

helpful for a liturgical celebration. The written text likewise includes a
number of instances calling for interpolations to the text: songs, at the
greeting and introduction, the vegses for the Kyrie (Form C), the homily,
Genéral Intercessions, invitation to the Lord's Prayer, announ;ements,'all
those instances where the presider is invited to use "these or similar
wordsf Interpolated texts are prepared by the presider or members of the
commun%ty for each celebration. ?ometimes, too, unofficial books OE

.

pastoral aids suggest texts for interpolations. We can see that even the
. . -

written liturgical text is more extensive than a single document,

encompassing a number of texts gathered from various sources. Finally,ﬁthe

promulgation of the present written liturgical text was accompanied by the

General Instruction of the Roman Missal, a document which replaces the

rubrical instructions in the edition of the Roman Missal prior to its

current revisions;7 Therefore, our prescriptive liturgical text not only

6The General Instruction of the Roman Missal, Document #208 in
Documents on the Liturgy, #36; heCeafter cited as "G.I."

Tsee the decree Ordine Migsae promulgating the revised Roman

Missal, Document #203 in Documents on the Liturgy.
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includgs the various kinds of texts of the celebration itself {songs,
antiphons, prayers, responses, readings, acclamations, etc.) but it also
includes instructions on how the celebration is generally to be enacted,

There probably deoes not exist a written text of a Bucharistic rite

" that includes a prescription on absoclutely every word and action of the

celebration. If such a text did exist, there would in all likelihood be so0
much attention paid to "getting ﬁhings said and done right" that the
celebrative, worship character of liturgy wouid be lost. This brings‘us
back to the relationship of written text to its celebration, a relationship
that we maintain is essential, but not absolute in all the various aspects
of the celebration. ~ A unigue feature of a written liturgical text is that
it exists for the sake of celebration. Other written texts can be
appre;iated in—themselves as written texts. Even drama, which is a text
written p;ecisely to be performed, can be appreciated as a literary work in
itself without its performahce. But in the ‘case of a written litu;gical
text, 1its very appreciation (especially in our sense - -of appropriation) is
through its celebration. The liturgical text may be written, but its intent
is to be celebrated and its fullness is known only in its celebration.

While our intent is to maintain that the fullness of liturgical

text is its celebration, we do not wish to minimize the value of the written

text nor the relationship of this prescriptive text and its celebration. We

. have already indicated how thé prescriptive text derives from a tradition of

celebration and makes explicit a common form. Further, the relationship is
eSsential for at least two other reasons, one generative and the other

meth?gafbgial in nature,
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First, though derived from tradition, the liturgical text is also

-generative of that tradition, As prescriptive, the text is to be taken

seriously as that form of celebration which locates the particular
celebration event within ongoing tradition. This keeps the event character
of liturgy from degenerating into unrelated episodes of celebration. In
other words, if a celebrating communityxis noﬁ-faithful to the prescribed
text, they place theméelves outside the tradition and by so doing compromisé
liturgy's meaning. Second, a methodoleogical reason arguing for an essential
relationshib between text and celebration is that without a written text,
there can be-no.d;;tancing'from the participation presupposed by the
c;lebrafion. The written text allows‘this distancing (the moment of
distanciation, in Rjicoeur's methodology):such that an analytical in addition
te a descriptive explanation of the text is possible,

We are now in a ﬁosition to identify the select liturgical text
that is the’ object of ocur present study. The text we chose is.the

Eucharistic text with Eucharistic Prayer TII. Our choice of Eucharistic

Prayer II for this analysis in no way suggests “‘that it is a paradigmatic

anaphora. Our analysis could be applied equally to the Eucharistic rite

using any of the Eucharistic prayers. We select Eucharistic Prayer II
because it is based on the early third-century Anaphora of Hippolytus (the
earliest surviving example of a Eucharistic prayer), because it is short,
and because it embodies the classical elements of a Eucharistic prayér.

‘ With the hermeneutics set in motion by our analysis, the choice of
a different text would result in uncovering different possibilities of
worlds to be appropriated. Indeed, even our analysis of the select text has

different repercussions for worshipping communities since appropriation is a
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matter of a-dialogue of the world of the text with the world of the reader
{Liturgical participants, in our case). However,,the pﬁrpose of our
analysis is not to incorpeorate the full variety of possibilities of a
Eucharistic text; we exclude tﬁe propers" with their specific ahtiphoﬁs,
readings, and prayers as well as £he many instances where the text may.be
interpolated, We intend to remain more stfuétural and examine the rite for
its relationsﬁip of various elements. Our purpose is_to show what may
4

happen when our proposed methodology is actually applied to a text. Because

of this limited' purpose, our select text is also limited Eo what is usually

considered to be the "ordinary" of the Mass. To this end, the "proper"

parts of the Eucharistic rite are discussed only insofar as they are part of

. the structure of the rite, but they are not considered in themselves. To

use an extended text that would include the propers would not greéatly affect
our structural conclusions, but itncergainly would lengthen the analysis.
In some cases, when the select text dées not give sufficient information to
judge its semantics of action or communication factor/function,;the written
téxt pushés us outside itseif.so ;éiiookmto otger authoritative texts for
help. For example, 'the homily is listed in the select text as an element of'
the rite, but there is no indication as to its nature or function so we loock

elsewhere {to the General Instruction of the Roman Missal} to round cut our

explanation.

2. Methodology: Operatihg Principles

Certain principles are operative in our practical analytic. In

this section we put forth thosgse principles in five paragraphs: a. Manner
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of Applicationy b.‘Division of Texty c. Hierarchy of Sets and Subsetsy

d., Interaction of Partay and e, Method of Procedure.

¥

a. MNanner of Application. Our methodology is an analytic applying
a conflation of Ricoeur's semantics of action and Jakobson's approach to
communication. To illustrate, we irclude on page 177 below the firat page

of the Appendix.8 The text on the left hand side is the text as it is found

in our edition of the Sacramentary including instructional and interpretive
comméﬁts. On ﬁhe right hand side of the page the atructural indications of
the text are inen, either in_terﬁé of tﬂe communication factors of
Jakobsgon's theory or if terms of performative verbs of Ricoeur's semantics
of action.

The first step in the analysis is to work with the select téxt,‘
applying the anaiytic at the level of words or phrases by underscoring

9 Words or phrases are

certain ones and assigning a number above them,
underscored and numbered because they satisfy one of_the criteria outlined

above in Chapter Four, pages 162-166. For example, signs of reverence are

85ee pp. 288-319. This material is taken €£from the
Sacramentary: Approved for Use in the Dioceses of the United States of
America (New York: Catholic Book Publishing Co., 1974), pp. 359-373, 548-
551, 561~567. The light type is the instructional text of the Sacramentary
(printed in red in that' edition); the boldface is the community text of the
Sacramentary. Both are considered to be part of the text, and hence are
taken into consideration in the analysis.

. e sigla for the text markings are included at the foot of each
page of the Appendix. To keep footnotes at a minimum, page numbers
referring to the Appendix are not given. I presume that the reader is at
least somewhat familiar with the Eucharistic Rite. Hence, for the sake of
brevity I made -an editorial decision to include as little of the actual text
in the body of the paper as possible, usually giving only the pertinent
words or phrases, The text makes clear to which part of the Eucharistic
Rite it refers. The reader is ‘advised to consult the Appendix throughout
the text of this chapter aa well as for Chapter Six.
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After the entrance sonq, the priest and the faithful
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remain standing and make the sign of the cross, as the

priest says:
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APPENDIX
SELECT RUCHARISTIC TEXT
INTRODUCTORY RITES CONTACT
6 2

The purpose of these rites is ' to help the Addrassee

7 . Perlocutionary
assembled people to become a worshiping community and Context

2
‘to_prepare them for listening to God's word and
celebrating the eucharist.
If
1 .

ENTRANCE SONG Addresser

—""6 ‘
After the people have assembled, the priest and the Context

’ 6

ministers go to the altar .while the entrance song is

1.
being sung.

) 6 6 .
‘en the priest comeg to the altar, he makes the
5 . 5
customary xeverence with the ministers, kisses the
5 _ 6
alter and (if incense is usﬁ incenges it. Then,
- &
with the ministers, he goes to the chair.
3

GREETING Contact

1=ADDRESSER; 2=ADDRESSEE; 3=CONTACT; 4=CODE; 5=MESSAGE; 6=CONTEXT

App-errdix, Page 288
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exprassive features indicative of a set on messages .in the-sample text, the
third paragraph has'"refgrenceﬂ' “"kisses," and "incenses" underscored and
numbered with a "5" above to show a ség-toward méssage. Likewise, in the
first para?raph the infinitives "to help," "to become,a and "to prepare" aré
underscored and marked above with.a “2“‘to indicate they are performative,
perlocutionary verbs satisfying the'addressee factor of non;intensional

verbs (that is, they are not mental acts) denoting an effective action. If

there is no underscoring and assigned number for a word or phrase, then none

‘'of the criteria has direct application.

This first stdp of the analysis only deals with words or phrases of
the Sgledt text and appears as the annotated, left hand column of the
Appendix. The next step of the analysis involves generating the right hand

5,
\
\

column which gives the structural indications of the text according to our

select analytic tools; this ;¥ocess comprises the analysis of the chapter's
second part. Here, linquistic units larger than woré;hor phrases (such d&s
gsentences, péragraphs, and whole prayers) are examined for their significant
communication factors and accompanying action. These are indicated as
communication factors and performative verbs in the right hand column in
light type. The communication_s;t of the largest divisions of the select
text appear in upper case boldface, identifying the action and communication
set that best describes each division as a whole; in our example page above,
the boldface text "CONTACT" indicates thé get of the Introductory Rites as a
division. \

b.  Division of Text. The boldface text %arking the largest
divisions of our select text brings us to our second operating principle,

the divisions of the text. The Eucharistic rite is divided into four

r
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divisions: Inﬁroductory Rites, Liturgy of the Word, Liturgy of the

EBucharist, and Concluding Rite, We follow the General Instruction: "The
Mass is made up as it were of the liturgy of the word and the liturgy of the
eucharist ... [and] certain rites to open and conclude the c:eJ.ebra.t:ic:t'x.“10

At this point in our synchronic analysis, we allow the General Instruction'

to be our guide and so we make no distinction or comment about the relative

importance of the four divisions to each other, though we note that the

General Instruction does not seem to give equal importance to all four.

This problem is taken up in the Critical Reflection of the Concluding Rite.
We do point out here, however, that there is no consistency among the
different editions of the Eucharistic text with respect to its typographical

presentation of the divisions. . Interestingly enough, the editic typicall

includes the four divisions mentioned in the General Instruction

fIntroductory Ritéé, Liturgy of the Word, Liturgy of the Eucharist, and
Concluding Rite) as flush left boldface margin headings using both upper and
lower case, while the headings for the Eucharistic prayers and the Coamunion
Rite are boldface, uppeg caée, and centered. Our own edition of the
sacramentary uses boldface, upper case, c¢entered headings for the
Introductory Rites, the Liturgy of the Word, the Liturgy of the Eucharist,

the Communicn Rite, and the Concluding Rite. Other editions do it

10g.1. #s.

llMissale Romanum: Ex decreto sacrosancti oecumenici concilii

Vaticani IT Instauratum Auctoritate Pauli PP VI Promulgatum (Vatican City:

Typis Polyglottis Vaticanis, 1971).
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diffarently.12 We accept the divisions given in the General Instruction as

‘the intended norm.

c. Hierarchy of Sets and Subsets. Since so muéh emphasis is
plaéed on the hierarchy of factors and functions in the following -analysis,
gome preliminary examples using Jakobson's concept of set and hierarchy with
respedﬁ to the select liturgical text may be helpfuly  the relationship of
sets and subsets is an important operating principle for ocur methodology.

While we speax of a set in a text that shapes the meéning of the
commun}cation and-concommitant?action, in general there are other important
factors and functions that are subsets of that communication such that it is
more proper to speak of a hierarchy of factors/functions. For example,
while the set of the Gloria is toward the addresser because of its emotive
function, there are also significant numbers of occurrences of the second
pe;sbn pronoun indicating a subset on addressee. In fact, the occurrences
of addressee are even more numerous than that of addresser. Then why is the
gset of the Gloria on addresser? This quegtion can only-be answered by
reviewing the concommitant action. If we examine the structure of the
prayer, the occurrences of addressee are found in the middle portion of the
prayer which is supplicatory; hence, the set toward addressee in this part.

The supplicatory tone is indicated by two performative verbs: "have mercy”

12Another gignificant difference between the editio typica and the
various sacramentaries I consulted involves the inclusion of explanatory
text from the General Instruction. The editio typica as well as Canada's
French Migsale Romain do not include any text from the General Instruction
while the four English sacramentaries consulted (Canada's CCCB Roman Missal,
and three published in the United States by the Catholic Book Company, The
Liturgical Press, and Our Sunday Visitor Press) all include text from the
General Instruction in the actual rite.
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and "receive,” This central supplicatory portion, however, is framed by

vegbs which indicate the real tenor of the prayer. = The Gloria opens with
five performati#e, illocutionafy verbs: "[givel glory," "lgive] peacé,“
"wors?ip,” “gi§e thanks," and "praise." All of these illocutionary
performatives point to an emphasis on the emotive state of the -addresser.
The Gloria concludes with three verbs of predicaée relation which give the
reason (they are introduced 5y the causative "for") for confidence in the
periocutionary effect of the supplication which forms the middle portion—;f
the prayer: Lord Jesus Christ is the "Holy One,"” the "Lord," and the "Most
High." The inclusion of the definite article in each case ("the"} ensuras
that tﬁese are used as nouns rather th;n as adijectives; therefore, they are
predicate relations rather than predicates of attribution, Here, the'import
of these verbs is not to establish the event of the context, but rather to
express the emotive state of the addresser: the sentiments are addressed to
someone conﬁidered special, which makes the perlocutionary.laqguage of ;he
middle seétion reasonable., Our analysis establishes the communication set
of the Gloria as addresser, but also points to two subsets (toward addressee
and context) which contribute to the overall sense of the prayer. Indeed,
if the subsét toward addressee would not be present, the prayer genre would,
not be explicit.

Another good example to demonstrate how set and subsets form a

hierarchy of factors/functions is the Profession of Faith. Here, the set is

toward code because of the profession character of the prayer, initially
suggested by the fourfold occurrence of the verb "believe." However, each

verb is preceded by a first person plural pronominal subject "we" and is

followed by a preposition ("in") introducing a contexthal statement on the
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economic Trinity and the four marks of the Church., The code word indicating
Eommitment ig thus framed by who is making the-profession and in whom/what
that profession consists. Though there is a significant occurrence of first
persoﬁhprdnouns which point toward addresser and of third person pronouns,
past tense vefbs, and aqyer5§ of place which indicate the importance of
context, in a widar‘perspeétive:the ovarall action of the division confirms
a set tghard code for the Profeésion of Faith. Coming toward the end of ghe
Lituréy of the Word, the Profession of Faith is "a way for:the people to
fespond and give their aéseﬁt to the word of God heard in the readings and
tﬁrough the homily and for them to call to mind the truths of failh beéore
they begin to celebrate the eucharist."13 Hence,  the addresser and context
express and support a set tpward code for the Profession of Faith rather
than being a primary focus themselves, Yet addresser and context are not
unimportan%, becauéé they identify both the person{s) and context of the
profession. The meaning of the act of commﬁnication, then, is realized not
enly by the Profession of Faith's set on code, but it is given a richer
connotation when explained by a hierQEth with the subsets addresser and
context,

Thesé two brief analyses illustrate how it is not sufficient in an
analysis of a text‘to simply point to the set; the subsetgpgiso help shape
the meaning of th?lcommunication. An examination of the concommitant action

e

helps uncover thé\hierarchy of sets and subskgts.

d. Interaction of Parta. A fourth operating principle in our

analysis deals with a different aspect of the explanation of a text. A

13G.1. #43.
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textua} explanation ig not complete when only its component parts are'
analyzed; th; interact;on of those parts is also a vital part of the
explanation. Any dividing oé a text to aid analysis mustlin turn re-
integrate pawsts into the ngle. Parts of a text must be looked at in-
relation to other parts. For example, using the two analyses from above, ‘a
comparison of the Gloria and the Profession of Faith is enlightening. The
Gloria is dialogical; with the typical praver sentiments expressed through.
the verbs (praiéé, adoration, thanksiﬁving, and petition), it is truly
prayer. One can say that prayer genie is characterized by a dialogical
h ]

structure with the presence of performative verbs, A similar emphasis can be
observed in the Eucharistic prayer, whére the set is toward context but the
text a}so witnesses to the importance of the addressee (God) and addresser
(the assembled community). The Lord's Prayer is another example. We
suspect that in all prayer, no matter toward what the set is,Jghe addregser
and addressee play an important part in the shape of the prayer. This says
at least two things about prayer: as addressed to God, prayer is conative;
but as focused on addresser, prayer is emotivel14 The characteristics of\a
prayer genre are noticeably absent in the Profession of Faith; there are n
references to addressee., The Profession of‘ﬁaith has a éarposé other than
prayer, which would further support its set toward code. Thus, while an
initial exémination of a text may expose several factors/functions operative

on the basis of the linguistic evidence, a comparative examination can

usually help in determining a set and subgets so that a hierarchy of

140& this theme, see D.,E. SALIERS, The Scul in Paraphrase: Prayer
and the Religlous Affections (New York: Seabury Press, 1980), passim.

~,
~
.
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factors/functions can be established without sacrificing the objectivitf of
the linguistic evidence,

l Another example of parts cooﬁerating to form a whole is how
anaﬁysis of our four divisi;;; of the select Eucharistic text indicates a
paiallel occurrance that serves to frame the divisions: each of the
divisions begins with or has near its beginning a set toward contact, and
each division concludes with a set toward code. Two divisions fthe
Introductory Ritgs and the Liturgy of the Eucharist) conclude with a proper
prayer, to which the community's final wo?g is "Amen" ("So be i£," a code

phrase), First, th; Introductory Rites (after the ministeérs have assembled)

begin with thé Greeting and conclude with the Opening Prayer. Since the

nature and purpose of the Introductory Rites do not indicate a movement.

-

toward codg;.it is not surpriéing that the concluding code is\£he simple
"Amen," though it is significant that the code was not omitted. éecond, the
\Liturgy of the Eucharist beéins with contact in the form of the presentation
‘of the gifts, and ends with the simple "Amen" of the Prayer after Commugion;
but the metalingual function figures much more importantly in this division.
appeariné also at the "Holy, Holy, Holy," the Eucharistic acclamation, and
the great Amen, the latter whiqh, as a sung acclamation, has a more solemn
tone than the other "Amen” fesponses of the Eucharistic rite. These
periodic occurrences of the metalingual ﬁunétion throughout the Liturgy of
the Eucharist show code as an important subset of the division.

In the Liturgy of the Word and the\Qefcluding Rite there is
movement in the divisions tﬁemselves towag@ céde if a climax; in these

diii:igps the code is more complexly expressed than the simple "Amen" of the

Intrpductory Rites and the Liturgy of the Eucharist. First, the Litur of
. . g ? gy

i
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the Word begins with contact in the form of an announcement of the. reading

("a Eeading from . . . "). Tﬁe Liturgy.of the wbrd concludes with the
Geﬁeral Intercessions, The community gives expression to the petitions,
usually by a response said togegher after each intention, after which the
community responds "Amen" ta its concluding prayer. This seemd like a
rather weak metalinguél climax until we look to the Profession of Féith with
its more elab;rate set toward code which follows ipmediately upon the
readings and homily, Since thg Profession of Faith‘is the community's
assent to the readings and‘homilyl5 which are the heért of the Liturgy of
the-Word,16 we suggest that the Liturgy of the Word climaxes in the
metalingual Profession of Faith. Second, ﬁhe Concluding Rite pegins with
contact in the form of‘a‘formal greeting ("The Lord be with you.,” "And also
with you,") and concludes with a dismissal that is more than simpiylgiving
the congregation a signal to leave: the "dismissal of the assembly .. seﬁds
each member back to doing good works, while praising and blessing the
Lord."17 The presider'é "Go £n the peéce of Chrisé" {or similar words) and
the coﬁmunity‘s "Thanks be to God" are in this instance indications that the

Eucharistic act is not concluded in the cg&?ic occasion, but there is an

ongoing acclamation of its action by the manner of living beyond the

confines of the ritual action.

e. Method of Procedure. Our procedure for determining the sense
1

of each of the four divisions is to first describe tHe overall action that

-

“See above, p. 182.

See G.TI. #33.
17

The Sacramentary quotes G.I. #57 here.
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shapes the division and then state and describe the major set of the
division; we'then validate these "quesses" through analysis whgre,ghe major
subsgets of‘the di;ision are shown to support and amplify the sense suggested
by the set of that division. Our operating principle here useé as its model
an inverted pyraﬁid: we moveAfrom an hypothesislabout the sense of a
division as a whole to validating thi;ﬂgz;analyzing itg smaller linguistic
units.,
Y —_

B. The Sense of the Select Text

Having delineated our text and stated certain operating principles,
this second part of Chapter Five‘is directed to uncovering the sense of the
;elect Euéﬁaristic rite through an aﬁalytic coﬁbrised of Riceceur's semaptics
of action and Jakobson's communication theory, We proceed.by presenting for
each division an initial overview followed by analysis, summafy, and

critical reflection; a summary of the analytic data of the four divisions

concludes this part of the chapter.

1. Introductory Rites

When we think.of an introductiop, we usually think of a simple,
sﬁraight-forward action or communication where people_meet and/or an agenda
is given. We suppose that the Intr?ductory Rites of the Eucharisfic rite do
thié, except that an overview of thékdivision shows it to be not simple' at
all but consisting of diverse elements: ministers entering the worship sbéce

accompanied by song, the greeting, the Rite of Blessing and Sprinkling Holy
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18 o Penitential Rite, Kyrie, Gloria, and Opening Prayer.lg With so

Water
many diverse elements, it is not surprising that we Ffind iﬁstances of all
six of the communication factors as well as illocutionary an& perlocutionary
performative verbs. We focus on the opening actions of the division (the
gathering and greeting) and guess that the Introductory Rites have a sget

toward contact. Our ensuing analysis supports this as well as shows how the

other subsets specify the nature and purPose of the contact. This phatic

function means that the language of the Introductory Ri%es serves to

establish the communication act, undérscoring this division's preparatory
character. More importantly, though, this phatic function actually
constitutes the communit%ﬁo We look to the ensuing analysis to seek to

support the contact set of the Introductory Rites. 1

2. Analysis. An initial indication thét the Introductory Rites
are crafted to establish contact comes from the languaée of the opening
instruction ("The purpose of these rites is to hélp the assembled people to
become a worshipping community and to prepare them for listening to God's
word and celebrating the Eucharist“); This instruction uses a predicate of
relation "is," followed by two sets of infinitives: "to help ... to become"
n2l

and "to prepare, The'simple conjunction "and" implies an equality

between the two infinitive clauses rather than any kind of causal

18Hereafter, shortened to "Rite of Sprinkling.”

19See G.I. #24,

20See above, Chapter Four, Note 73, p. 149,

21'I'he second infinitive is also part of a pair, if the clause is
rewritten "to prepare .. to listen.” -
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relation between them. The impliastion, then, is that the desired effect of
the Introductory Rites is twofold: community formation and preparation for
listening and celebrating Eucharist, .

The contact set of the Introductory Rites is corroborated by the

~

gathering action of the community and ministers into the worship space.

While  the ministers are entering the worship space, the Entrance Song is

sung. The General(Instruction indicates a varied purpose for this song: "to
=~

open the celebration, intensify the unity of the-gathered people, lead their

thoughts to the mystery of the season or feast, and accompany the procession

n2d

of priest and ministers., Though singing is a criterion for a set toward

addresser because of the heightened emotion it expresses, the fact that here

the entrance song accompanies ("while the entrance S0Ng ... "7 italics-
added} the entrance proce%sion sﬁbsumes the emotive function to the phatic
function,

The conﬁgpt set of the Introductory Rites is further confirmeﬁ by
the presider's greeting (with hands extended; for example, Form A: "The

grace of our Lord Jesus Christ and the love of God and the fellowship of the

. Holy Spirit be with you all™; "And also with you") and introduction. The

greeting in the form of a ritualiged formula points to contact as intent.
The simple conjunction "and" joining "extends his hands" with "“greets all

present” indicates that the extended hands here is an inclusive gesture

underscoring contact with the'aohmunity.23 Moreover, the greeting shows

225,71, #425.

23This is not the only meaning of the extended hands gesture. It
would seem to ‘indicate somgthing different from an inclusive gesture when
the hands are extended during a prayer. This is discussed at the end of
this section in the Critical Reflection.
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that the contact is more than between presider and community: "through his

greeting the priést declares to the assembled community that the Lord is

present."24

The Introductory Rites' phatic configuration is also confirmed by

the three options following the entrance and greeting: (A) Rite of Blessing

and Sprinkling of Holy Water, (B} Penitential Rite, and- (C) celebration
of one of the Ligurgy of the Hours. The last option is‘only mentioned in
the instructional text; it is not included as a rite after the‘prayér text
of.the Penité&tial Rite, and so we do not consider it here, The first
o§£ion is permitted at the Eucharist of a Sunday. By and large, use of the
Penitential Rite ié the most common practice, However, the Rite of
Sprinkling and the Penitential Rite have similar linguistic structures: both
are prayer, wifh the expected dialogical emphasis on. addresser and
addressee. This is true no matter which of the several choice% within the
Rite of Sprinkling or the Penitential Rite are used, Beyond this, unique
features of each option indirectly support the Introductory‘Rites':set
toward contact. |

In the Rite of Sprinkling, ;he only overt use of-contqsf is in the
invitation of the présider to pray f"Dea: Friends, this water will be used
to remind us ... "); the entire rest of the Rite is prayer. It basically
has sets toward addressee with concomitant perlocutionary verbs as well as a
set toward context in Form C. Especially striking is the narrative

character exhibited in PFPorm C, to bhe used during the Easter Season ("You

chose water to show your goodness when you led your people to freedom ...

245.1. #28.
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and satisfied their thirst ... Water was the symbol used by the prophets ...
You qade the water of baptism'holj-by Christ's .baptism ... "). Here the
narrative section includes not only past tense verbs ("chose," "led,"
"satisfied," etc.) but also a change in pronomin%l use paralleling a change
in verb tense: while the use of the second person pronoun continues
throughout the prayer, the first person pronoun is not used in the narrative
section. As soon és the verb tense changes back to the present, there is
use of the first person pronoun (" ... by it [the water of baptismi you give
us ... "y italics added). Since contexﬁ situates an event, Form C of the
Rite of Sprinkling indicates a situating of the community within a
baptismal context ("this water will be used to remiﬁd us of our baptism"),
This coﬁtext is further concretized by the actualAsbrinkling of. the
community with.the blessed water, a very physical form of contact. Forms A
and B do not include contextual mate;ial. Other than the expected presenée
of first person proncuns which are necessary for a prayer genre, the overall
emphasis is on addressee, especially supported by perlocutionary verbs. The
subsets (addresse; and context) suggest that contact is directed toward the
assembled community and its purpose is to recall the baptismal event
gpecifying the nature of the community.'

| As with the Rite of Sprinkling, all the forms of the Penitential
Rite as well as the Kyrie (used only when Form A is chosen because it is
already part of Forms B and () retain-the dialogical Eharacté? of prayer
with.set toward addresser or addressee, This rite beéins with a choice of
three forms by way éf an intreoduction; éll of them make clear that the
confesaion of sin is for the éurpose of preparing for the task at hand. In

the form of an invitation, this is indirect evidence of contact in the
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Penitential Rite. All three forms use first person plural pronouns and
illocutiona?y verbs, indicating a sgt tpward addresser; The introduction is
followed by a conféssion, aéain with an option for three forms. Form A has
s;t toward addresger, supported by both first person {in this case singular)
pronouns and illocutionary Gerbs. It is interesting té note that except for
the Sign of Peace, ;he two uses of direct address ("and to you, my brothers
and sisters") are the only times in the rite that there is direct
communiégtion among the community members. This is a rather clear
indication of contact in the Penitential Rite. Forms B and C begin with a

set on addressee, indicated by use of di¥ect address, second person

pronouns, and perlocutionary verbs. However, both forms end with an

. absoluticon with set on addresser, using botmaiirst person plural pronouns

and illocuticnary wverbs. 3all three forms also end with the phatic "Amen,"

implicating addresser and indicating that the focus of the contact is the

liturgical community.

The Gloria sﬂares with the Rite of Sprinkling and the Penitential
Rite their dialogical, prayer genre; but it has no internal linguistic
evidence that would éupport a set toward contact for the Introductory Rites.
As we discussed in the first part of the chapter above, the Gloria has a set
toward addresser whose sentiments are praise, adoration, and thanksgiving
which underlie the prayer as a whole.

The Opening Prayer, which concludes the Introductory Ritesﬂxbegins
with a phatic "Let us pray." Its invitation, with a primary set toward
contact, is in thé hortatory mood; it indicates a subset toward addresser
(the presider). The invitation does more than egtablish attention; i; also

wndi2iTes o pusprs ' PR ) .
gsets the agenda for tHe time which follows. After a time of silence, the
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‘:% 'présider prays the opening prayer, to which the community assents with
"Amen.” This prayer has a tﬁ;eefold structure: (1) address to God; (2{
thematic petitions (3) mediatori;l conclusion ("Through Ch;ist .
whichever form),2® Both the thematic con;ent of the prayer and the address

to God would sustain the overall preparatory, phatic purpose of the

Introductory Rites.

1

b. Summary. The strongest evidence for the phatic set of the
Introductory Rites'is contained in the initial gathering of the ministers
and the greeting and introduction by the presider., Other linguistic
indications throughout the Rites support and.sustain a configuration of the
Introducﬁory Rites toward a phatic fuﬁctiod‘while the subsets specif? the

nature of the contact set.

Three subsets figure predominately. Context is especially evident
in the opening instructions; but, more significantly, it is the set of the
"In the name of the Father, and of the Son,‘and of the Holy SpiritJ'IAs
preceding the greeting, this seems to establish the reference point for that_

~which follows: it is in God's name that the action is performed. By
implication, the contact characterizing the Introductory Rites is between
God and the assembled community. The other two dominant subsets, addresser
(Penitential. Rite) and addressee (Rite of Sprinkling) also indicate that the
contact is between God énd community since these are the interlocutors of

the prayer dialogue.

C. Critical Reflectiomn! hod offers tools for determining

elements commensurate with a djfision's communication set, and in this can
¢ = ,
wf

2530e G.I. #32.
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show criteria for determining a rite's structural form and meaning. We

offe; several reflections on our explanation of the Introductory Rites,
In terms of determining the set of the Kyrie, there is a

discrepancy between the text of the Sacramentary {where they are raferred to

as "invocations") and the General Instruction {(where they are referred to as

26

"acclamationsg”). Linguistically, as invocation they have a set towérd
addressee because of the direct address ("Lord"); the illocutionary force of
the performative "have mercy” implicates addresser and also completes the
requirements for a prayer yenre, If they are considered as an acclamation,
then the set ié‘toward code; there could be some linguistic:justification
for a set toward code, if we recall that the Kyrie is always used. Further,
in Forms B and C the Kyfie follows an interpolation acknowledging sinfulness
and?or Gﬁd's mercy and‘}ove and so é metalingual aff{;mation of fhese
interpolations is structurally consistent in that it draws th% community
inﬁo the action. It seems, then, that both interpretations make Liﬁguistic
sense, with neo linguistic evideﬁce to determine whetﬁér the Kyrie isg
invocation or acclamatio.n.27

In terms of linguistic -affinity with the set of the Introductory_

Rites, the Gloria is problematic; indeed, it has been suggested that perhaps

the Gloria is better transposed to another position in the Eucharistic

268&3 Ibid. #30.

27G. DIX {in The Shape of the Liturgy, 2nd ed. [Westminster: Dacree
Press, 1945]) suggests three approaches used by differing churches to the
Kyrie: as a remnant for a former litany (p. 454), treated as a hymn
musically (p. 46l), or as prayers for catechumens (p. 478). All three of
these would support the interpretation that the Kyrie is-an invocation; this
is a good.example of how a dialogue with history can draw us to certain
conclusions when the linguistic evidence is inconclusive.
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28

rite. With set on addressar, and no subset on contact at all (recall that

. contact is the set of the Introductory Rites), little can be.said to argue

from communication analysis for supporting the Gloria's present position in
tha EBEucharistic rite, Its addresser set is found in the Preparation and
Communion, 8o the Gloria would find better linguistic affinity in either of

~thaege gections., Further, the General Ihstruction refers to. the Gloria as an

"ind;pendent rite";29 there is a hint even in this app;lation that it does
not necessarily relate to the other elements in the Introductory Rites.
Another critique of a specific point deals with the extended hands
gesture, This gesture is use¢d two times in the Introductory Rites. In the
.first inétance, as we noted above, it is an inclusive gesture associated
with contact between the presider and assembly. In the éecond instance, it
accompanies -the presider's préying the Opening Prayer, whe#e_;t seems to
emulate éhe traditional Jewish prayer posture of lifted arms, It would seem
thaF the differeng communication sets call for a distinction in gesture
begween extended hands and lifted hands, bringing out different meanings for

the gesture: when it is an inclusive gesture, it points to a phatic

function; when it accompanies prayer, it points to an emotive function

&

evidencing -heightened sentiments of the addresser,
A critical look at the use of first and second person pronouns in

the Eucharistic rite is also telling. The usual preonominal use is plural,

\

28See, for example, D. DUFRASNE, "Les.chances du 'Gloire a Dieu,'™
Communautes et Liturgies 64-1 (1982}, who suggests that historically it has
been found at the beginning, at the Preparation, at the Sign of Peace, and
before Communion (p. 26). '

29

See G,I. #17a.
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even when the presider reéites 4 prayer alone, This would underscore the
truly communal character of liturgy. But there is no coﬁsistency in plural
pronominal usage, with—a rather significant number of first person singulaf
pronominal utterancés. Two instances of this first person prghominal usage
are uttered by the Liturgical assembly: at the prayer "I Epnfess to
almighty God and to you, my brothers and sisters ... " in the Penitential
Rite and@ at the communify preparation for Communion ("Lord, "I am not
worthy ... "L More numerous examples of firsg person singular utterances

are by the presider: in the Liturgy of the Word at the proclaimer's

preparation for the Gospel ("Almighty God, cleanse my heart ... "); in the

—Preparation at the washing of the presider's hands ("Lord, wash away ‘my

iniquity .. "}; in the Communion Rite at the private prep&rationJof tﬁe
érésider for Communion (" ... free me from all my sing .. f or " .. Let it
not bring me condemnation sae "5: at the presider's reception of Comﬁunion
("May the body [blood] of Christ bring me to everlasting lifef);\and,
finally, at the cleansing of the vessélg aftér Communion ("Lord, may I
receive these gifts in purity of heart .. ") In all but one instance of
this first ;;;sonAG}ngular pronominal usage (tﬁe preside;“s receptioﬁ of

Communion excepted), the theme is forgiveness of sin or unworthiness.

The preceding remarks on first person singular pronominal usage

, bring up another point touching on the role of the presider., With respect

to the prayers and other parts aséigned to the presider, the

General Instruction categorizes them in a three-fold manner: the presider

prays the presidential prayers in the name of the community;3p he exercises

1

30gee 1bid., #11.
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an instructive, introductory, or concluding role for the community;31 or he

32 We raise the‘question why the liturgical text includes

prays privatelw
prayer intended to help Fhe presider's "attention and devotion" wheh ‘such
prayers are not specified for the assembly? It would seem that the number
of first person singular and/or optative utterances by the presider in face
of his more general use of first person plural utterances, whereby he is
speaking in the name of the entire community, suggests (from a linguistic
viewpoint) an inconsistency in the role of the presider: Does he speak/pray
only in the name of the éqmmunity, or sometipes for community and sometimes
for himself?

We conclude our critical féflection with one final observation
about the'Introductory Riteé, speaking to the almost exclusive use of the
Penitential Rite. Tﬁe invitation to the Penitential Rite undoubtedly
establishes its preparatory character, specified in the rite és recalling
sins and seeking forgiveness. While this does emphasize a certain
disposition.toward the Eucharistic action taking-place,' it is ‘also

'

egchatological in tone: all forms end with "May almighty God have mercy on

us, forgive us our sins, and bring us,to everlasting life" (italics agdded).

This eschatoYogical tone is perhaps alreédy suggested by the "In the
name ... " It is the Lord's gathering, inserting an eschatoldgical dimension

into the language., Both the baptismal theme of the Rite of Sprinkling and

the mercy theme of the Penitential Rite are shaped by this eschatological

-

context, and in this support a sense of dynamic pregsence for the

- 31523 Ibid., #12.

32500 1big., #14.
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Introdiictory Rites. It would seem, then, that this calls for a change in
N .

the lebration of the Penitential Rite so that the forgiveness of sins is

for thz more immediate purpose of coming into God's presence now such that

the "now" of mercy reaches backward from the eschatological context :ather‘

than the mercy leading toward an eschatological context. Indeed, the Rite

of Sprinkling also ends on an eschatological note {"make us worthy to sit at
this table in his heavenly kingdom"), but this is rightly expressed within

the present Eucharistic situation ("through the Eucharist we celebrate®).

2. Liturgy of the Woxd

We saw above that the Introductory Rites focus on persons. (God,
presider, assembled community) by means of a contact set. After the Opening
Prayver (which concludes this division), there is a noticeable shift in the

SN

enactment: in focus from several persons (God,‘presider, assembled

community) to reader; in posture from standing to sitting and standings in-

~activity from preparation to receptivity; in locus from the presider at his

chair to the lectionary (the Word of God) at the lecterns in atmosphere from

entry, greeting, and introduéing to active .listening.

;’The posture accompaning the unfolding action of the

-~

turgy of the
Word_also points to a shift in emﬁhasi%,a —to differing types of

activities: vf%ceptivity during the first two

and homily when the community is seated; aff;;ﬁation and alertness during

the Gospel Acclamation and Gospel, the Profession of Faith, and the General

Intercessions when the community is standing.

Though the readings (three of them on Sundays and solemnities, two

readings on other days) form the main part of the Liturgy of the Word, other
&
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actions round out this division: the chants help the people make God's word :>

thair ownjy the homily explains the readings; the community affirms their

adharence to the word through the Prdfession o¥-Faith; and, finalf&, having

been nourished by the word the community prays'for their and others' needs

33

in the General Intercessions. From this it appears clear thaF in

actuality the entire Liturgy of the Word focuses on or flows from the word

- that is proclaimed. This convergence of all the elements of the division on

the word suggests thatithe set of the Liturgy of the Word is on message. We

recall from Chapter Fouk, aboke34 that "message™ according to Jakobson's

T
communication theorYGBOes not mean "information," but artistic exﬁgéssion.

i

Let us look at the implications of this - more closely before beginning our

analysis.

A set toward message is a set toward the artistic symbols in’

-+

themselves. The poetic function calls for an intexpretation in order to

uncover meaning. Fﬁrthér, according to-Ricoehr, the poetic function has an

"extra~textual®™ vehemence (reference) which implies a relationship between

ihe word proclaimed and human cultural existence. 1In this case of Scripture

as a poetic text, its reference is descriptive, pointing to a real
, o

35 We turn ﬁow to ocur analysis of the text to uncover the textual

indicators of a set tdpard message. We will see how this poetic function

.

335ee Ibid., #33.
34See pp. 152-154.

355ee ab?ve,~Chapter Four, pp. 154-155. I am only interested in
pointing to the textual indications of reference in this part of the
analyuis, Reference and the possibilities of the world of the text are
diascussed below in Chapter Six. ' ’

N
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also incorporates indications of its reference into the linguistics of the
X .

text. -

a. Analysis. We organize our analysis according to several broad
indices that the Liturgy of the Word is configured with a set on message,
The first indicator derives from considering the elements of a “minimalﬁ
Liturgy of the Word: pared down to its barest essentials, the Liturgy of
the Word consists of a reading, a response, and a Gospel. Since the
response is related to the reading ("the psalm.as a rule is d;awu from the
Lectionary because the individual psalm texts are directiy connected_

~

with the indiFidual readings ... “36), we can conclude tha

the focus is the

Further
/ ' . - a

support for 4@ set toward message is the fact that, with proper Scripture

readings, this is the only instance in the Eucharistic rite where there is a

varied and changeable use of literary genre inéluding parables; proverﬁs,l

oracles, myths, poetrys in short, all those artistic éxpressions which
indicate a setlon message. -

Another index we might examiﬁe to confirm a set on message is the
formal introduétions and conclusions for the readings. Each of the
Scripture se;ections is‘formally.introduceéi The two first readings are
more simply introduced with "A reading from ... " The Gospel is more’
elaborately introd#qed, drawing aitention‘to its importance aﬁd setting it
apart from the other readings. The introdudctifon to the Gospel begins with

the Alleluia and its verse. More immediately,

he Gospel is introduced by

¥

36560 G.I. #36.

-’

/
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the phatic. "The Lord be with you"™ with its response. This is followed by "A

reading from ,.. " to which the community responds "Glory to you, Lord,”
though we note that there 1is no community response to the "A reading

from ... " of the other two Scripture'readings. All the Scripture

salections are concluded formally: "This is the Word (Gospel) of the Lord"

"with the appropriate response "Thanks be to God" or "Praise to you, Lord

Jesus Christ,"

The formula "The Loré be with you" with its response is used only
three other times in the entire Eucharistic-Rite: it is one of the optional
forms of greeting 'in the Introductory Rites, it‘opens the Preface Dialogue,
and it is the greeting at the begipning of the Concluding Rite. We wish to-
draw further attention to thig, and also to look at other special feature537
which surround the Gospel in order tg‘see what this says about the
communication process.

Three other instances where "The Lord be with you" and its response
are used occur at the-beginﬁing of divisions:” the introductory Rites.(gs
one of the options- for'the Greeting), the Liturgy of the Eucharist, and the
Concluding Rite, As a phatic férmulary, "The Lord be with you" with its
response draws attention to the action of a new division, an acficn
different from that of'the previous division. In‘so doing, the contact
helps refocus the communication process with its concomitant action. In
other words, it pointslto a shift in the comﬁuniqation process, If we apply
this premise to the egspel, even - though here thélformulary does not
introduce a division, we might say it is nonetheless a way to indicate a

shift setting‘the Gospel apart from the readings which precede it.

375ee Ibid., #35. N ’



~y

4

-
e

¢

=

Practical Analytic 201

Several other features draw attention to the Gos i és a special
part bf_the Liturgy of théVWOrd over and above its unique ptroducticn and
conclusion. The Gospel is proclaimed by a special minister; %ither a deacoﬁ
or a priest; when the Gospel proclaimer is someone other th;n the presider,
he requests a blessing from the presider who responds with "The Lord be in
your hear; and on your lips that you may worthily proclaim his gospel. 1In

the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit" (even when

the presider is the one wholproclaims'the Gospel, he prepares himself “for

~the préclamation with the prayer "Almighty God, cleanse my heart and my lips

that I may worthily proclaim your gospel™), Other elements point to the
special significance of what is taking place, highlighting th; importance of
the Gospel: signing of the Gospel'book with a cross before its proclamation,
;ncensing the book (oétionalﬁ, kissing it after the proclamation, and the
optional accompaniment by acolytes with lighted candles, all expressive—
featurés which draw special attention to the Gospel.

o " Analysis qrgﬁes that the Gospel itself is the central feature of
the Lifurgy of the Word. .The use of the second person pronoun in the
introduction and concluding response to the Gospel ("Glory to you, Lord";
"Praise to you, Lord Jesus Christ") indicates speaking Lo someone (Loéd'
Jesus Christ). This second person address does not™ accompany the
introduction nor* conclusion of the other readings. Clearly, the linguistic
intention is twofold., It communicates a set toward addresser because of the
use of emotive verbs ("glorQ" and "praise”), It also communicates an actual
présence evidenced by a set toward addressee indicated by second person

pronouns and direct address. With this being said, we conclude that all the

action preceding the Gospel leads up to it and all the action following the
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Gospel flows from it, directing attention to the Gospel as message with

textual indicators that its reference is a person (the Lord Jesus Christ).
The rite is configured with a moment of interpretation for the reference,

38 the homily is especially

the homiiy. As a commentary on the word,
focuged on the Gospel as centfal to the Liturgy of the Word. Even étill the
Liturgy of the Word islmbre than hearing the word and haviqg it explained;
the communication calls for a response, Thg Profession of Faith is such a
raesponse, with set towa#d code., A metalingual set is indicated because of
the profession character of the prayer given credence by .the gquadruple use

n39 This division concludes with the General

of the verbh "believe,
Intercessions whereby the "fullness" of the word ("having been fed by tﬁis
word"40) leads the community to make supplications on behalf of.themselves;
and others, Even with emphasis.on addresser and addressee (because of theif
su?plicatoEy nature), there are still indicators pushing the interpreter

41

outside the text which we draw from the General Instruction. The General

Intercessions involve the assembled community in two ways. First, the

community exercises a priestly function by interceding for all humanity; in
. J

this, the reference is about who the community is (a priestly people). - .

Second, through the General Intercessions the community reaches beyond
itself and its own needs and embraces all of humanity; in this, the

reference is about what the community can do (intercede for all).

385ee 1bid., #9 and #33.
395&& above, pp: 181-182, where we pregent more extensive analysis,

406, 1. #33.

4lgee 1bid., #45.
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b. Summary. The focus on the readings, and especially the Gosp&
indicates message as the communication set of the Liturgy of the Word. Two
major subsets, contact and code, lend it an action character: the contact
before and after the readings unites the community with the proclamation and
the codes make public the community's éssent.

The metalingual subset is especially important in relation to the

,

poetic function of the whole division. 1In fact, we might.distinguish two .
5 - .

-

different exercises of the metalingual subset., As charactérizing the'
Responsorial Psalm and Gospel Acclamation, code is an affirmation of a
particular message; but as Profession of Faith, code is an affirmation of a
composite message. This latter conclusion draws the Liturgy of the Word'
through the General Intercessions (wh;ch carry the message bé@ond tﬁe
immediatelcommunity toward othgfs and their needs} into the next division,
the Lituréy of théqkucharist. ﬁefore the anal&sis of this next division,
however, we pause to.gutlforth a few critical remarks with réspect to the

presgnpt division.

Ce Critic:}Uheflection. Strujturally, the Liturgy of the Word as
it stands in the present rite is coherent and balanced, moving through
proclamation, response, affiréatfon, reaching out to others. 1If, however,
in a pagticular celebration only the minimum is enacted (with the Homily,
Profession of Faith, and General Intercessions omitted), both the ccherence
and balance are jeopardized. Even though the major set (message) and two
notable subsets (contact and code) wogld still be recognizable in the
abbreviated structure; certain important elements from a communication point
of view would not be present. We saw above tﬁat a poetic reference must

always be an interpreted reference; without the interpretation that is the
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task of tﬁe homily, there may be danger that the interpretation would not be
explicit, Also, though there is metalingual affifﬁétion for the particular
readings, affirmation of the broader message would not be explicit. Perhaps
the Profession of Faith might be a more Eoncise.statement for é;épler
celebrations of Eucharist, but the communication structure indicates it is
an essential elemenﬁ'of the rite. Finally, the General Intercessions allow
for an extension of the fruits of the word just received beyond the

parameters of the present cultic occasion; without this element, the’

encompassing and opening aspects of the action at this point in the rite do

not receive structural expression.

We draw attention to one final critical reflection: the

General Instruction refers to the Responsorial Psalm and Gospel Acclamation

as "independent rites."42 As métalingual funections, we would see them as

g

definitely related to the readings and not "independent” at all,
-—-/

3. Liturgy of Phe Eucharistf

With the beginning of this next diviéion, once’ again we detect a
noticeable shift in the enactment: in focus from lectionary and its space
(proclamation area) ﬁo altar;y in abjects from lectionary to bread and wine;
in activity from receptivity back‘tO'preparation; in atmosphere from active
listening to active offering., Within the division itself, moreover, there '

are shifts in action indicating a natural dividing of the Liturgy of the

42506 Tbid., #17a.
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Euchariét.into three.parts,43 each concluded with a phatic'“Aﬁen“ responsé:
the Preparation of the Altar and of the Giftsd4 {("amen" is the rasponse Eo
the Prayer over the Gifts); the Eucharistic prayer ("Amen" is the response
to the Doxology}); and the Communion Rite ("Amen" is the response to the
Prayer after Communicon}). Each of these parts has its own major set which
configures the particular action for théé part. We consider the get of Eﬁém
Preparation to he toward addresser whose emotive function derives from the
sentiments of the community being expressed, especially evident throhgh its
participator? action., This action fashions the attitude of the cqmmunity
during the preparation of the altar and gifts as one of blessing and
offering. We consider the set of Eucharistic Prayer II to be toward
context, whose referential function points to the world .of remembering
Jesus' reflemptive activity especially evideﬁt through the institution
narrative, The action of offering is configured within this context. We
consider the set of the Communion Rite to bé addresser, especially evident
in the community's noufishing activity of egting and drinking. We propose
that the set of the Liturgy of the Eucharist as a whole is towaré context,

The analysis below seeks to verify gﬁis'referential function by examining
the communication subsets and the movement of action within the three parts.
Espedially helpful for verifying the referential function of the Liturgy of

the Eucharist is an examination of the relationship of. the three parts to

each other.,

43gee 1hid., #48.
44

i

Hereafter referred to simply as "Preparation.”
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a, Analysis. Our analysis unfolds by first éxamining each of the
three pagts of the Liturgy of the Euchar%st we outlined above to verify the ‘
major sets and subsets. In the summary below we examine the relationship of.
these three parts to support our hypothesis that the set of the Liturgy of

the Eucharist as a whole is toward context.

1) The Preparation is the first part:of the Liturgy of the
Eucharist, It has lengthlf introductory instructions and further
instructions throughout which configure the action and ai& in determining
its set,

The initial acticn of the Preparaﬁion indicates an emphasis on
contacts: the ministers place the corporal, purificator, chalice, and missal
on the altar where the action ié that of pfeparation. Participation by the
community is expressed through the gifts being brought up in érotession
where the stress is on participatory action.-

The text indicates two_pptions for carrying out these participatory
actions, First, é song méy accompany the phatic acﬁions; the text of the
Prgparation begins"with the_ins?ruction, "After the liturgy of tﬁe word, the
offertory song is begun.,” The use of .an ‘indicative rather than a
conditionalior optative mood vggb suggests singing a song at this time is -
the usual (preferred?) procedure. This is supported by an instruction which
diraects the presider to pray "quietly"” the blessing over the bread; again
thé verb is indicativé rather than conditional or optative in mood. In this
option, the emphasis is on the participatory action of the community. Thé
second option is specified by an instruction whose verbs are in the
conditional and optative moods: "If no offertory song is sung, the priest

may say the preceding words in an audible voice; then the people may



&

Practical Analytic -~ 207

regspond: Blessed be God for efer" (italics added)., The same situation
ensues for the blessing over. .the wine. 1In this option, the emphasis is on
the emotive sentiment'("blessedﬁ) of the community. In either case, the set
is on addresser. In the case of the first option, the song and procession
peint to the emﬁtive function. In the case of the second option, the verb
“blessed" carries illocuticnary force binding the addresger into a
particularly emotive kind ‘of relationship to the addressee,45 the "Lord,
God." This, aleng with the use of first person plural pronouns, indicates
that the set of these blessing prayer846 is toward addresser, with
sentiments being directed toward addressee, "Lord, God."

A conative function characterizes the next section of ﬁhq
Preparation with set toward addres;ge. Following the blessings over the
bread and wine, the presider prays two prayers quietly. He first addressas
God, asking thgt God receive and be pleased both with the community as well
as with their sacrifice; the second prayer is in the first person singular
whereby the presider requests.that he be cleansed of his iniquity and sin.
Tho;gh there is use of first person (singular and plural) pronouns as weil

as emotive adjectives ("humble and contrite"), the formal address to Ged

{"Lord God," "Lord") and the number of verbs with perlocutionary effects

45L. BOUYER (Eucharist: Theology and Spirituality of the
Eucharistic Prayer, trans. C. Underhill Quinn ([Notre Dame: University of
Notre Dame Press, 1968]) remarks that "blessingh God is really a
proclamation of the wonderful works of God (p. 29) and praise (p. 30); but
-aven more indicative of its illocutionary character, Bouyer goes on to say
that "the berakah is a prayer whose essential characteristic is to be a
responge: the response which finally emerges as the pre-eminent response to
the Word of God" (Ibid.; italics added).

46rhe combination of first and second person pronoung is one
indication of a prayer genrey see above, p, 183.
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{("ask," "receive," "be pleaseé," "wash - dway," "cleansge").indicate a set on
addresseae.

The next section of the Preparation returns.to a‘SEt on addresser.
Befare the washing of the presider's hands there is an optionai rite.where
the presider&incenses ﬁhe altar and gifts, and then a deacon or other
minisnar.inbenses the presider and the community. ‘This sign of revefence
draws attention to the gifts and community, as doés the dialogue between
presider and community which followsg. The presider's address to the
community ("Pray, brethren, that our sacrifice may be acceptable to God, the
almighty Father™) focuseé qn_the theme of the acceptability of tﬁe gifts;
the community's response ("May the Lord accept the sacrifice at your
hands ... “)‘emphasizes God's praise a;d glory‘by the gifts being offeréd as
well as the community's benefits through them. The optative mood verbs
("may be acceptéble," "may ... accept”) as well as uge of first person
pronouns again points to a set on addresser. It is interesting to note that
the pregider's address uses first peréon plural preonouns, including him with

the congregation (unless we consider it as the editorial "we"), while the
‘ . '

community's response uses a second perscn preonoun "your hands,™ rather than

"our hands.," This dialogical situation ig revealing. Here, the dialogue

is not between the pregider (and/or community) and God, but it is between

the pfesider and. the community, suggesting it is the community who is really

- the addresser. Particularly if a song has been sung througﬁout the

L]

 preparatory action and all the prayers have been prayed gquietly by the

presgider, this dialogue could also be construed as establishing/sustaining
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contact, and so it is a kind of preparation for the Prayer over the Gifﬁs,
which is itself a preparation for the Eucharistic pra.ye:r:.""'7

The Preparation has a twofold emphasis, The action character (with
phatic function) of this section is sustained throughout, with a clear shift
in focus from the word of God of the previous division to the gifts of bread
and wine of this division.” This shift in focus accompanies a shift in set

. - @ N ) '
from the message of the Liturgy of the Word to the context of the Liturgy of

the Eucharist. However, at this point in the rite, thid referential
function is merely intimated through ﬁﬁe phagic function which not bnly
redounds to the community but also begins to draw the cammunity into the
;ctign‘that unfolds aé the Liturgy of the Eucharist. The second emphasis\of
the Preparation st;esses the participatgry nature of the action; here he
communication set is toward addresser, making explicit what is implicit as
the phatic function is sustained thfoughout; The set of the Preparation is
to;ard addressér, with a sustained contact gubset serving to iink the
community ‘with the gifts of bread and wine which are a focus of the

-

Eucharistic prayer, the next part of the Liturgy of the Euchaiiji;)

2) Eucharistic Prayer II has an overall set toward context
supported by addresse;, addressee, and code subsets. OQur analysis. showse how
the subsets help point to reference as central to the Eucharistic prayer,

Similar to the Preparation, Eucharistic Prayer II can also be
divided into three sections, with a phatic functicn marking the délineation:
the Preface which concludes with the phatic "Holy, Holy, Holy" acclamationy

the pre—institution narrative and institution narrative which conclude with

473ee G.1I. #53.
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G the phatic Bucharistic acclamation; émd the post-institution narrative which

48 our ensuing analysis shows that.

concludes with the phdfic great Amen.
‘each section has an action that flows from prayer to ngrration to prayer to
phatié'respénse; in terms of the communication process, this pattern unfolds
_ ._-aé ADDRESSM/@DRESSEE—-CONT%JX'I.‘-—ADDRESSI.BR/A.DDRESSEE——CODE. This pattern
Py
points to context as the/ﬁéin set, framed by addresser or addressee and
culminéting in phatic affirmation. Let us now turn to these three s;ctions
in more detail to see how the action and communication unfold.

The Preface Dialogue sustains contact with the community so
prgdominaﬁt in the Preparation, though the accompanying hénd gestures
already intimate a shift is takindy place: extended hands during the
formulary "The Lord be with you™ and)its response indicates an iniéiai
c contact with the communitys the lifted hands accompanying "Lift up your

hearts” and its response "We lift them up to the Lord" indicates an

imperative and affirmative response to enter into the reference of the

‘v

action; and the final exchange Téturns to the phatic extended hands gesture,
with the words "Let us give thanks to the Lord our Géd" and "It is right to
give him thanks and pggise".emphasizing addresser, As‘the introduction to
the Preface, and even to the whole Eucha;istic'prayer, the Preface Dialogue

is a capsule foreshadowing of the action that is about to unfold:

&

481 divide Eucharistic Pray IT structurally, as determined by
phatic indicators. The General Instri®tion (#55) lists the elements of the
Eucharistic prayer as eight: thanksgiving (Preface), acclamation ("Holy,
Holy, Holy"), epiclesis, institution narrative and consecration, anamnesis,
offering, intercessions, and final doxology. For the sake of clarity and

. brevity, we employ the term "pre-institution narrative" to include the

[ prayer' text preceding the institution narrative and the ta¥fm "post-

inatitution narrative" to include the prayer text following the institution
narrative, :
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CONTACT/ADDRESSER—-CONTEXT--ADDRESSER. In each section, context ™ is the
central focus framed by addresser/addressee,

. The Preface itself is dialogicaly the interlocutors are the
presider (really, the cdmmunity: note‘the use of firsthperapn plural
pronouns) and d {(addressed as "Father"), The dialogical fﬁaturé is
largely displé;:: aé\the beginning and end (use of first and second person
pronouns and an gllocutionary infinitiye ("toc give you thanks™] and

i

illocutionary gerund ["proclaiming"]). The central portion. of the Preface’
focuses oﬁ context. This is e;idenceé by the use of third pergon pronouns
(all singular; their antecedent is Jesus Christ), past tense verbs {"made,”
L

“sentﬂ'"tookﬂ?“was born," Yopened,” "revealed," "fulfilled," "won"), and
an dverall narrative genre/hhich relates the Christian story., Use of a
conjunction ("And so ... f{dgo begin the dialogical sentence following the
{éfereﬁ;;él central portion indicates a consequence ofg the context: the
phatic Acclamation "Holy, Holy, Holy." ThiS'COnjunctioﬁ, in.effect,_directs
the phatic focus of the Acclamation toward the reference of:the Preface
rather th;n toward £he performative force of the dialeogic¢al text. The
structural shape of- this fipst section of Eucharistig Prayer II is CONTACT--
ADDRESSER/ADDRESEE—-CONTEXT;~ADDR$SSER/ADDRESSEE--CODE. With.context
;fructurally central, we saw,throug£ the analysis how the other subsets
support context as the focus of £his section.

After the "Holy, Holy, Holy," the pre-institution narrative and
institution narrative section of Eucharistic Prayer II begins with prayer
consisting of two short sentences. The first sentence has sets toward

addressee, addrESger, and context: the direct address of God ("Lord")

suggests a set toward addregsee; the emotive extended hands prayer gesture

7
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‘:& - of the presider suggests a subset toward addresser; the verb is a EEQQFion
of attribution confessing God's holiness and, as attribution, it\?kk
contextual. The second sentence is an epiclesis also with sets toward
addresser, addressee, and context, An addresser set is indicated 5& an

optative mood verb (“may become”) and use of ‘first person plural pronouns.

Tha addressce set is indicated by yse of a performative verb which expresses

AN

a parlocutionary intent ("Let your Spirit come”),xs?\pse of an explicit
causative ("so that they may become ... ), by use of‘the second person
pronoun “your,"” as well ag by the joined hands o{ the presider. The context-
og the preceding santence is sustained'by use of a demonstrative pronoun
{"these") as well as third person'pronouns‘(”them" and "they").

. The instirution narrative has a sethtoward context, as exhibited by

- < ‘

(‘ past tense verbs and third person pronouns. There are first and second
person pronouns.in this narrativé, but they are quotations of Jesus' words,
and so continue the narrative genre. The one exception to this i; after ‘the
prasider takes up Fhe cup he sayc "Aéa;n he gave you thanks and praise ...
(italics added);y the "you® is the same "Lord" addressed above and sustains a
prayer genre even in a narrativergenré. But in addition to this major

; referential focus, several subsets are operétive:\the narrative is spoken
with joined hands indicating a subset toward addressee; the réverencing
gastures (bows and genufiections) draw attention to the bread and cup,
-symbols with poetic fgnction afd hence subset toward message; the showing of
Fhe-conaecrated hogt and wine indicates another subset toward contacg. The

(xﬁ,, institution@narrative is concluded by a phatic imperative ("Let us proclaim

the mystery of faith®™; note that the addressee of the imperative is the

C

~d
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community, a second departure49 from £he usual liturgical interlocutors, God
and the community) and the community's proclamation {code). The structural
shape of this sectién‘of Eucha£istic Prayer "II as indicated by the action
and>maj§r sets is ADDRESSER/ADDRESSEE-—-CONTEXT-~ADDRESSEE/MESSAGE/CONTACT~-
CODE. Once again, context is structurally central. We also. saw how a
referential function is sustained'in the pre-institution narrative
addresser/adaressee emphasis.' With subsets of'ﬁessage and contact d?awing
specific attentioﬁ to the bread and cup as a focué of thé central action of
the institution narrative, tﬁe referential import of the poetic function
also points to context as the overall set of this section of Eucharistic

Prayer II,

Prayer genre characterizes the post—-institution narrative section

of EBucharistic Prayef II. With the extended hands of the presider, the use

of first person plural pronouns (ten times), optative mood verbs ("May all

of us share . " and "May we praise ... and give glory u;-"), and

illocutionary vérbs (we "thank," "offer,” and "have mercy"), the indicatioﬁ

ié toward addresser as set. However, the direct address ("Father," and

"Lord")}, use of imperative verbs ("remember”" [three times], "bring," and
. 1

"make"), and second person pronouns (nine times) indicate a set toward

addressee.

This prayer continues until the ceonclusion of the division at the
’ s

Doxology; with the prepositions ("through™ and "in") and third person

-

pronouns, the Doxology begins  with a focus on context. After this-

introductory referential language, there is a change in pronoun from third

49The first departure occurs in the Preparation; see above, p. 208.
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to second pefson ("yours"). Though the source of the praise sentiments is

obviously the worshipping community, there is no first person proﬁoun,

indicating a set toward addressee for the Doxology as does the directive to
lift up the bread and cup during the Doxology, emphasizing to whom the

sentiments’ are directed ("almighty Father"), The conclusion to Eucharistic

Prayer II is the community's great "Amen" with its set toward ccde.

" The structural shape of the post-institution narfative section of
Eucha;istic Prayer II as indicated by the sets is ADDRESSER/ADDRESSEE-~
CONTEXT--ADDRESSEE--CODE. Like the previous two sections, coﬁtext is
structurally central. Do the subsets support a set on céntext for the
section as a whole? This section opens with a referential prepositional
phrase ("In memory ... ") which{actuall? eétablishes an anamnetic context
for the entire action of offering and thankggiving.- Further, the -
intercesgions for the living and the dead ("remember your Church ... " and
"Remember our brothers and sisters g’o have gone ... "j lead the assembled
commﬁnity beyond themselves in "that ﬁhe offering is made for phe Church and
all its members, living and dead"9 thus reverting back to the anamnetic
context of the offering and thanksgiving mentioned above.

| The subsets uncovered in Eucharistic Prayer II divide the praver
into three sectiongL\gith the code indicating where the cut-off point is for

each, This is schem Fized by the folloﬁzﬁb-cﬁaEE}

30g.1. #55q.
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Preface and its CONTACT ADDRESSER/ CONTEXT ADDRESSER/. CODE
acclamation ADDRESSEE ADDRESSEE .
Pre—institution_ . ~ ADDRESSER/ CONTEXT ADDRESSEE/ CODE
and institution . ‘ADDRESSEE CONTACT/
narrative ' MESSAGE
‘Pogt~institution .ADDRESSER/ CONTEXT ADDRESSEE CODE
narrative ADDRESSEE

If one abstracts the elements common to all three sectidns, the general
pattern consists of context framed by addresser/addressee culminating in
code, Structurally, context is the central communication factor, but we
have seen above how the subsets also sustain and suéport thig @ajor sat of
context for Eucha;istic Prayer II.. This is particularlf brought out by the
threefold occurfence of the phatic function culminating each section.- In
two of the three cases, it is a more elaborate code factor in the form of an
acclamation ("Holy, Holy, Holy"™ and Euchafistic Acclamation). The entire
communication process draws the community into the reference (major set is

context supported by subsets) which they' then affirm.

3) The Communion Rite is the third part of the Liturgy of the
Eucharist; we proposed above a set toward'addresser. An overview shows it
is a complex rite with no clear way to subdivide it. The General
Instruction lists ten elements for this rite: Lord's Prayer, Rite of Peace,

breaking of the bread, commingling, Lamb of God, personal preparation of the

A)
.\

presider, showing the bread and reciting "Lord, I am not wort

reception of Communion accompanied by song, ' silent prayer or song of praise,

a:j/ﬁrayer after Communion.51 The General Instruction makes clear, however,

tat the purpose of the entire first part of the Communion Rite and the

Slthig., #56.

N
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breaking of the bfgad is so that,thehcommunity may receivg the body and
blood of the Lord,52 suggesting preparation of the community for the
central action of eating and.drinking by-the community. This initially
confirﬁh"our hypothesis tﬁat the Communion Rite's major set is on addresser.

Except for its introduction and embolism, the Lord's Prayer exists
independgntly of the Eucharistic Rite, Aﬁtriﬁuted to the Lord and his
teaching the disciples hdw Fc pray, the Lord's Prayer from early on has been

53

part of the daily prayer pattern of the Church. With its petition for

daily food (which also means Eucharistic bread) and forgiveness "so that

n34

what is holy may be given to those who are holy, its structural presence
-

in the Communion Rite functions as preparation for the central action of
eating and drinking. Analysis of the Sign of Peace which follows also bears

out the preparatory intent of this first section of the Communion Rite.

The Sign of Peace begins with a prayer emphasizing addressee: use

of direct addresgss ("Lord Jesus Christ"), imperative verbs ("160k not,"

"look™ understood -in the. second clause, and "grant"), and second person

pronouns. There is also cne indication of context: the past tense verb

{"said") recalls the historical sgituation of Jesus' presence with his

55

disciples after the Resurrection, It would seem that the exchange of

peace among the addressers is within the context of the addressee (Jesus
during a post-resurrection offer of peace). However, these addressee

»

indications are nuanced by extended hands and the imperatives being followed

52

See Ibid.
53gee Mt. 6:9-13 (Lk 11:2-4) and Didache 8:2.
54G.1. #56a.
55

See Jn.20:; 19, 21, 26.
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by first peréon plural proncuns which point 'to addresser (in the second

]

clause, "your churcﬁ," though using a second person pronoun, is a synonyﬁ
for the addresser; so it does not break the pattern), Moreover, tﬁe
metélingual "Amen" at the end redounds to the addresser. - The emphasis on
addresser is further sustained by phatic indicators: formal address ("The
peace of the Lord ... "y "and also with you") and a hortatory invitation
("Let us offer ... "). The ianguage of the invitation places the actual
exchange of a sign of peace within an action of offering. This.would saam
tn presuppose &hat "peace” is already a condition of the believing community
("Look not on our sins but on the faith.of your Church ... "), once again

supporting a set toward addresser.

The Breaking of the Bread follows, with a set toward addressgr
since the hread is broken so that the community {addresser) may share in/ it.
This action is éccompanied by the Lamh of God; here, the direct addr P
{"Lamb of God, you"} and imperative ("grant”) indicate emphasis on addressge
while the optative verbs "have mercy,” the first person plural pronouns, and
singing (though this is opticnal) emphasize addresser, This is followed by
the commingling which.is accompanied by a short prayer with an optative verb
("May .ee bringi) and first person plural érdé%un,‘also empﬁasizing the
addresser.

The private preparation of the presider, said quietly, departs from
an emphasis in the Communion Rite on addresser as well as departs foom first

56

person pronominal usage. Here, the preponderance of direct address,

second person pronouns, and imperatives indicates a subset toward addressee.

N

See above, pp. 194-195, where we first note thls use of flrst
person’ sinqular pronouns in face of the predominate plural usage.

56
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The next part of the Commﬁnion Rite, the Communion itself, begins
with the presider showing ("taking ... raises") the host to the community
and addressing them'witﬂ a phatic demonstrative ("thisa"} to wﬁich the
community responds.  Though there i§ use of direct address ("Lord"), a
second person pronoun, and the imperative ("say") which emphasizes
addressee, the tone of the prayé:-is marked by first person singular
pronouns "I," a referential relation of‘attribution ("aﬁ not worthy™"), and a
statement of expected benefits ("shall be ed"), emphasizing addresser as
do the optative verbs and first person pronogiﬁal use in the quietly-spoken
prayers accompanying the presider's Communion. The private, optative mood

.charapte; of the pregider's Communiqn stghds in marked contrast to the
public, bfocessional, metalingual characte? of the community's Communion,
where each communicant is shown the host (and cup} with the phatic "The body
[blood] of Christ® go whicﬁ each responds '"Amen" and receives (and drinks).
Tﬁe Communion Song sustains the emphasis on addresser throughout this part’
of the Communion Rite. '

After Communion, the cleansing of the vessels is accompanied by an
optative moodf first person singular pronoun indicating emphasis on the
pregider as addresser, This is followed by a period of silence ("all praise

r"57) or a song-of praise, both having a set on

God in silent praye
addresser. The Communion Rite closes with contact ("Let us pray"), prayer,
.and the phatic¢ response "Amen.” The Communion Rite is complex, but the

overall indication is that its set is on addresser, BAddressee, code, and

contact are cperative subsetas.

5Tsee G.1. #23.
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" b. Summary. Analysis shows that the three parts of the titurgy lof
the Euqharist {Preparation, Eucharistic prayer, Communion Rite) have

communication sets toward ADDRESSER--CONTEXT--ADDRESSER. The concomitant

_action develops arcund the community (addresser), especially in terms of

offering gifts and eating and drinking. The.ac£ion, however, is focused by
the context (reﬁembering the deeds of salvation) of the Eucharistic prayer.
This framing of the referential function between two emétive functions
structurally demonstrates the Eucharistic prayer as the central part of the
Liturgy of the Eucharist aroﬁnd which the action i; organized. As such, the
action itself is to'be interpreted within the referential thrust of the

Eucharistic prayery the communication set of the Liturgy of the Eucharist as

a whole is toward context.

c. Critical Reflection. While there is an overall direction to
the action and communication in the Liturgy of the Eucharist which
highlights and supports the centrality of the Eucharistic prayer in this
division, certain critic¢al remarks are exacted by the complexity of the
Preparation and Communion Rite.

Our analysis accepts the select Fext as it exisks in its present
form. Obviouély, revisions over the centuries have introducga\ heological
content and structural development resulting in the extended rit:\wﬂ know
today. One example of conflated theological content is found an the
Preparation: the post-Vatican ‘II revision of the rite introdggéd two
blessing prayers {(noticeably indebted to Jewish meal berakoth)f‘into the
Preparation but alsc retained the sacrificial language of the{Tridentine

rite in the prayers which follow. While a more adequate understanding of

"gsacrifice” than that of popular acceptance may well show the blesging and
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58

sacrifice themes richly complementary, nonetheless these two themes remain

juxtap;sed.in the present rite, prolonging that which is gupposedly of é
preparatory nature, We find in these latter prayers, too, use of first |
person singular pronouns, which introduces a dialogical ambiguity into what
.is usually éirst person plural, corporate language..

In the Communion Rite, whiie the elements preceding Communion are
varied in subset, they all do relate to the Communion Rite's set toward
addresser, The exception to this is the first person singular prayers of
the priest's preparation for Communion; their set on addressee and private
nature pose structural problems, It would seem that the communication
process would be mere consistenf if the action wére simplified to include
the Lord's Prayer, the Sign of Peace, and then immediately the Communion.
We noté, though, that the Sign of Peace has found itself at other places in

59 gut with its introductory

the liturgy, notably at the Preparation.
prayer's set on addresser, the, Sign of Peace does have linguistic affinity
with éhe Comaunion Rite, so it ié at least 1inguist}callf appropriate where
it is. Hoﬁgver, for the game reason (linguistic appropriateness) it could
be placed in the Preéaration, which also has a set towa?d addresser. Moving
the Sign of Peace to the Preparation would allow the Communion Rite to more
ﬁui&kly arrive at its central action of eating and drinking. Then, the

Lord's Prayer would be the immediate preparation for-:Communion with the

eating and drinking immediately following,

58See, for example, R.J. DALY'S Christian Sacrifice: The Judaeo-
Christian Background before Origin, Studies in Christian Antiguity 18
{Washington: The Catholic University of America Press, 1978),

595ee G. DIX, The Shape of the Liturqgy, p. 108.
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Another point to address in terms of the structure of the Communion
Rite is the twofold action of eating and drinking, The rite indicates by a
conditional clause that offering the cup is not tﬂe norm ("If any are
receiving in both kinds .. "; italics-.added). Another iﬁdication of the
tradition of receiving only\the bread is that the text specifies only the

host is raised during the "Lord,~I am not worthy ... .") It would seem as

though receiving both bread and cup ought to be the norm, if the écﬁion"
to be truiy complete and if the reference of the institution narrative ig th
be truly memorialized.

One last‘comment deals with poéture during the Eucharistic praver.
While ultimately leftlto conferences of bishops, the suggestion is to
"kneel at the consecration.,"®0 .In light of the threefola dividing of
Eucharistic Prayer II with each sedtion culminating in code, it would seem

that the assembly might kneel during the entire middle section; that is,

'frpm after the "Holy, Holy, Holy" until after the Eucharistic .acclamation,

-~

However, we question a change in posture that emphagizes this section at the
expense of what precedes and follows it; structurally, the integrity of the
Bucharistic prayer ought to be respected. One way to achieve this is to

have only one posture (standing) throughout the entire Eucharistic prayer.

4. Concluding Rite )

This final division of the Eucharistic rite also brings a shift in
the acéﬁon, now from the altar back to the presider at his chair and the

community, The most simple and brief of all the divisions, the action of

60See G.I, #21,
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the Concluding Rite unfolds as greeting, blessing, and dismissal.®! Here,
the emphasis is on code which.for our purﬁoseg does not focus so mucé;dn the:
gystem of sﬁunds and ﬁarks used to make up messages, but it focuses.on
language's capacity to desighate itself and its other. 1In this, the code ié
related to'tﬁe referential function in that both point to language's
capacity to mediatereality.62 In our particular case, a set toward code is
a concurrence with the communication act that ihplies-an involvemant witﬁ or
commitment to that action. We.proceed to tbe analysis to seek to support

. {
this claim by examining how the text is configured for this purpose.

a. Analysis. The Concluding Rite may begin with the (optional)

making of announcements; usually it begins wiﬁh the phatic formulary

'greeting "The Lord be with you.," The Greeting is followed by a blessing in

. the optative mood with a choice of .three forms: as a simple blessing, as a

solemn blessing preéeded by invocations to which_the community responds
"Amen," or as a prayer over the people followed by a blessing, In all three
forms the‘community responds to the blessing with the metaliﬁgual "Amen.,"
The Concluding Rite ends with the imperative dismissal with éet on the
community as addressee; there are three options: A, fGo in the beéce of
Christ™; B. "The Mass is ended, go in peace"; and C. "Go in peace to love
and serve the Lorq."_‘The community responds "Thanks be to God" with set on
code. The instructions for the -dismissal make it clear that this i; more

than a simple dispersing of the quhunity, but it has a perlocutionary

thrugst: "The dismissal sends each member of the congregation to da geood

6lgee Inid., #57.

stee ahove, Chapter Four, p. 151.
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works, praising and blessing the Lord."®3 Form ¢, "Go in peace to love and

serve the Lord" (italics added), indicates this metalingual intent most

clearly. Note, too, that the instruction is to love and serve the Lord.

The first part of this instruction intimates that the set of the Concluding

Rite is on code in termsg of affirming the Bucharistic action through a life
that reflects its ﬁeaning. The  second part of the instruction emphasizes

the sentiments on the part of  the worshipping community ("praising” and

“blessing") that their 1living brings about. The action of thé Concluding

Rite proceeds from contact, through a focus on community with the blessing,

toward the metalingual affirmation by the community. The culmination in

code suggests this as the set Fg/fhé CdE:luding Rite.

" be Summary. _The entire cpmmUnication thrust of the Concluding
Rite redounds to the eommunity {initial contact, blessing, and their
affirmation) but its real import is community affirmation. The metalingﬁal
function of this divisiocn, moreovér;'is not an affirmation'of something that
takes place within the division, but rather of the whole action tﬁat“has
preceded it as well as follows it. This suggests that the Eucharistic rite
is not an eclectic conflatioﬂ of disparate elements, but the various
elements are organized in such a way as to lead somewhere: to the‘final
metalingual response even though each division has its own unigue sgense to
contribute to the meaning of the whole. The rite engages the assémbly
throughout and, finally, calls for an affirmation that carries the
celebration beyond the cultic occasion. The commﬁgication get of the

Concluding Rite is on code.
¢

637ne Sacramentary quotes G.I., #57.
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> |
c. Critical Reflection. Becausge the Concluding Rite is so short,

and comes at the end of the whole Eucharistic action, it might be easy to

lose sight of its importance in relation to the other divisions.

Structurally, the Concluding Rite not only doﬁpletes the enactment of the

~ Eucharistic rite, but it is essential precisely in terms of its relationship

to the other diwisions. Its structural necessity ought to be carried over
into the celebration.
Ay
‘ ’ »
The concurrence by the assembled community that marks the
communication set of the Concluding Rite clearly indicates that the

Eucharistic action is an action by that assembly,rgot an action on behalf of

them. Yet, Eucharist as an action gof the assembled community remains

structurally ambiguous. For example, the more the présider is perceived as
representing the community with focus?on the presider, as "priest," with the
risk qf alienating the action from thé community, the more the enactment
takes_away from that act of éppropriation which the Coﬁcluding Rite
linguistically embodies, If this be the case, the import of the entire

action is destroyed.

Thege reflections lead us to a second critical remarks; We have

already noted that the General Instruction perceives the Liturgy of the Wéfd
and the Liturgy of the Eucharist to be the central divisions, and—rTetegates
64 Our own

analysis would suggest'that the Introductory Rites (which focus on presence

of God and community) and the Concluding Rite (which focuses on con rence

64See G.I. #8; also, see above, p. 179.

{ r
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action of the Eucharistic rite, then, does not derilve from just the Liturgy

&f the Word and the Liturgy of the Bucharisf (without denying their
) -

centraliti}, but derives from the whole étionﬁ beginning to and.
- !

Structura&ly, this is borne out by the use of the Sign of the Cross both at

the beginning and end of the rite, as a linguistic device of inclusion,

/

5. Summary

Having completed the analysis of each of the four divisions of the

Eucharistic Rite with respect to their semantics of action and communication

factors/functicons, the divisions and ‘their respective sets may be

schematically presented in the following way:

Introductory Rites - - - - = = = - - - CONTACT
LITURGY OF THE WORD - - — - - - - - ; - = =~ MESSAGE &
LITURGY OF THE EUCHARIST —————— ." -~ = =~ CONTEXT
Concluding Rite - - - - - - - - - - - CODE

We note that no communication set is repeated, and that addresser and

addressee are absent as a major set for any division. 1In additién to these
major sets, each division also has important operative subsets which were
shown thrﬁugh our analysis to help specify or focus the nature of the major
set., Further, our schema above suggests that the Liturgy of the WOr& and
2
the Liturgy of the Eucharist are central divisions; each of their sets has
referential import, peinting to the extra—linguistic-vehemence of the text,
But the Introductory Rites and Concluding Rite (in their respective

communication of presence and concurrence) also point beyond the text. Thus

our synchronic analysis cannot remain within the text, but pushes us beyond.

-
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This bacomes -even clearer when we conaider-thé relationship of the four
divisions to each othét.

™

So far in our aqalysis, wa have asked the text to speak to us of

its sense within the parameters of a‘gimantics of action and communication

theory. We reiterajg-again that the gense uncovered here is not the whole

_meaning of liturgy, but our analysis has allowed us a certain critical

insight into the action and communication structure of the select text.
Furthnf, our analysis suggests that the divisions are not independent of
each other, but they are structurally related in such a way as to justify

our speaking of a composite communication process from beginning to end. We

' pose kay questlons. Doaa the total liturgical action have a thrust toward

/ .

an end? Do the various divisions of the Eucharis}ic rite operate more or

less as individual units, loosely holding together&fnto gome kind of whole,

or doas the rite have an internal structure that binds the units together
lnto a purpoaeful and essential compositlon? Can‘;;\identlfy from our
synchronic analysis the essentials of its generating proceses? These

questions lead us to the third part of Chapter Pive.

C. Liturgical Genre

1
We concur with the General Instruction that the central and most
1

important divisions of .the Bucharistic liturgy are the Liturgy of the Word
' -

and the Liturgy of the Eucharist. Thefi sets toward‘message and context,
ll ‘} - ’
respectively, would support this since both of these communication factors

point to a referential vehemence having an important capacity to refigure

human existencd. We take exception, however, o the General Instruction's

raductionist statement “There are also certa rites to open and conclude
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the celebration":65

our analysis would suggest that the Introductory Rites
and Concluding Rite are essential rather than peripheral. The contact and
code sets do more than round out the rite; they situate the community as
agsembly before the Lord and magdate the community to continué’iiving the

celebration, actions- intimately bound up with the meaning of the Liturgy of

the Word and the Liturgy of the Eucharist and also Ehowing that the

Eucharistic rite 1s not cut off from human cultural existence. If this ba

so, and we hypqthesizelthat it is, then from our analysis we ought to be
able to detect a generative factor operative in the production of the text.
In literature this generative factor is known as a'mgenre“g for Ricoeur,
aiong with composition ;nd style, it is one of the components by which a

68  ywithout a generating genre, the liturgical.

text comes intc existence,
text could be simply a confiation of disparate elements, in which case thae

Introductory Rites and Concluding Rite could be construed as "rounding out

"the rite." Our analysis indicates otherwise, and so we set ourselves upon a

gearch fér'the generative factor at.the origin of our present liturgical
text. ﬁe add a note o; caution, however. Our purpose here is not to define
the genre which generates a liturgical te;t. To do so we would have to
gxamine a number of liturgical texts, for a genré is only detected by

examining many similar texts. Our intention here is simply to look to our

select text for characteristics that speak to the uniqueness of - what we

‘might call a "liturgical genre.”

GSGOI. #B. o

Ggf?e above, Chapter Two, pp. 83-57, especially pp. 84-85.
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Scattered throughout the  previous analysis, there have been

67

.references to prayer genre and narrative genre; indeed, to some extent

_these genres have contributed to uncovering the gense of a specific portion
14

of the,select text. Did either of these genres generate the text as a

v

whole? We think not.

We note in our analysis that prayer genre is always characterized

in communication terms as having an addresser, an addressee, and
\'-Eerformative verbs, Obviously, we are speaking here in a religious context,

where either the addresser or addressee is the Sacred. We analyzed numerous

-

examples of this genre in our selédt?Eéxt, though prayef'genre is not evenly
distributed throughout the four divisions: it is almost entirely lacking in

‘“_ERE'poncludipg Rite; prayer concludes the'Litﬁfg§:6f"the Word, but it does
not figuré predominantly there except in the responsorihlipsalm; prayer 1is
used more extensively in the Introductory 3ites; prayer i;*preéqmigapt‘in
the ﬁiturgy of the Eucharist even to the poiﬂt that the ceptral portion is

-

entitled Eucharistic prayer.

The question remains: if there are numerous instances of a pfayer
genré‘thréughopt,-and we even say that the‘celebration of the Eucharistic
rite isg prayér, can we cqnclgde prayer is the generating factor? If we
return to the sets of'each of the divisions, we see why our.answer must be
"noc." Recall that the sets for the four divisions agg CONTACT-~MESSAGE-~
CONTEXT——CODE; " Note that neither addresser nor addressee ,is the set of a

division. Since its set characterizes the communication intent functioning

6-]rsinrcv:iz all Scriptural possibilities for the readings are not

analyzed, the multiple genres in Scripture have not figured in this
discussion, &' ‘ ' o~
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@]’ in each division, there can be no addresser-ngrgssee relationship between
any two of the divisions, kt the level of the ;ite as a whole, we conclude
lthaﬁ the generating genre of the Eucharistic rite is not a prayer genre,
though cert;inly prayer genre is incorporated in the rite.

wWhat about the narrative genée? At least we do have two divigions,
the Liturgy ?f the Word and the Liturgy of the Eucharist, which point toward
réference; the function characteristic of narrative genre. The Liturgy of
the Word points to reference indirect}y through its poetic functiony the
Liturgy of the Eucharist has as its communication function reference because
of its set on context, We partially agree, then, with D.B. Stevick, who
maintains that "one of the great organizing principles of liturgy is
narrative ,,.. we mové through a liturgy of }ecitalﬁss Herver, we must

SE ' still account for the other two divisions. The narrative genre isg an

-

4

gimportant part of the Profession of Faith, but it does not figure largely in

. the rest of the Introductory Rites; the narrative genre is entirely lacking

in the Concluding Rite, We already guess that liturgical genré is not a
narrative genre, thoughy again, nafpation is incorporated in the rite.

A more fmportant indication that narration is not the EBucharistic

liturgy's generating genre is that whiIethe rite does unfold through a

structure, it does not have a definitive end point from whare we can read

nb3

the story "backwards, a characteristic of narrative. While the ritual

"‘!

1Y

'68D.B. STEVICK, "Language of Prayer," Worship 52 (1978), 551.

CEB 69See P, RICOEUR, Time and Narrative, - Volume 1, trans. K.
% McLaughlin and D, Pellauer (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1984),
Pp. 67-68.
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structure ensures us of an orderly and familiar celebration of the rite, the

celebration of Eucharist does not converge on a "sense of an ending"; that

' isA>the Eucharistic liturgy does not “"conclude." Rather, the rite moves
I ;

through action toward a "sense of a beginning,”70

opening up space for
appropriating new possibilities. A narrative has structural closure

recognized in its retelling'.71 If we know the end of .a story, we can read

the story "backwards,” retelling it to the same ending. Liturgy dces not

work in this way. We know its structure, but we cannct retell liturgy to
4 .

the same ending; liturgy‘g\;atelling is always an opening of space beyond

the structure of the text to new possibilities, Thus, liturgy cannot he

retold to the same ending. Rather than structural closure, liturgy has a

structural openness that guarantees a different "ending™ to each

A
celebration. ‘ .

We pause at this point to clafify an equivalenﬁiuse of language.
We have been discussing "beginning"” and "ending,” emphasizing that liturgy
does not "conclude.,” Here, we are speaking of litgrgy in a wide connotation
that embraces the extra-linguistic referential vehemence of the written

text, We are sayiﬁg, then, that liturgy in effect begins in human cultural

existence and returns to that existence. Obviously, the cultic occasion has

"a beginning (with the Introductory Rites) and does draw to a "close" (at the

Concluding Rite). But while the structure of the rite has a beginning and
closure, this is not in the sense of an ending to liturgy, but rather of a

beginning due to the very nature of the act of appropriation called forth by

T0phig is my play of phrase on Riceceur's "sense of an ending.”

71

See P, Ricoeur, Time and Narrative, pp. 67-68.
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the Concluding Rite's set _toward code. The liturgical celebration
implicates the human cultural existence of the celebrating community in an
ongoing way because of its moments of.participati$n and appropriation,

Are we doomed to conclude that the liturgical text is episodic with
no generative factor? Our structural analysis belies this. Aiready our
sense 'of meaning has shown that the Liturgy of the Word and thé Liturgy of
the Eucharist are central to the rite, both linked together by their meésage
and context factors pointing to the referential import of the text.
Moreover, we have argued ﬁhat the Introductory Rites and Concluding Rite‘are
not peripheral, but contribute two esséntial factors to the shape of the
rite: the community phatically beiﬁg drawn into the celebration_and
metalingually affirming the action. OQur analysis, then, affirms that the
rite is a composite. Further, the ;ite is configuféé not Eoward a
"conclusion," but toward a "sense of beginning," as we said above, We
suggest here that the genre which generates liturgical texts must at least
be able éo incorporaée varied forms of discourse (such as prayer and
narration) and configure the action toward our notion of a senge of

beginning.

To follow up on these reflections at thig point necessarily carries

us beyoﬁd thé semantics of the text toward its world of possibilities as

opened up by the text's reference. This task is outside the scope of this
chapter, so we leave for Chapter Six further consideration of our question

about liturgical genre.
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D. Conclusion

An important event takes place En therEucharistic Rite., A
community gathers into dynamic presence and celebrates God's saving actions
prasented as possibilities for Christian living, Even in our synchronic
analytic of text, diachrony shows its face as a dynamic movement within the
text which relates parts to a whole, carrying Qs }beyond.the confinés of the
languaée of the text. Showing a rationale for the whole as we have done in
discussing liturgical genre makes liturgy a whole rather than episedic,
opening up spaces fqr meaning to unfeold at diféering levels., We must re-
integrate oqr‘synchrénic analysis into Ricoeur's broader framework of an
hermeneutics of humanxexistence.

Ricoeur places the explanatory moment between the moments of

participation and\ appropriation. Before a fuller meaning can be attained,
analysis must mov beyqnd the realm of the linguistiecs of text to another
level, that of reference. The sense of a liturgical text is uncovered in
the composition_and laﬁguage of the text, But this is only half the story.
The reference of the text must also be addressed,” This is the ‘task of the

gsixth and final chapter. e



CHAPTER SIX

UNDERSTANDING THE EUCHARISTIC TEXT

Thus far in our discussion, we have said much about language and
text, Let us summarize what we have accomplished in the preceding chapters
in order to situate the work of this last chapter.

In Chapter One we showed thig language and text are not new
concerns for liturgists, but how focusing on them with certain questions in
mind points to the necessitylfor a new methodology that has as its primary
regard those questions, We identified areas to which we might‘direct‘ou;
attention: the relationship between verbal and nonverbgl expreésions, the
use -of language as discursive. or nondiscursive, the consideration of
cultural differences, the relationship text and human cultural exist\ence.1
In short, we are interested in the basic question, What is the relationship
of language (in our case, liturgical language or liturgy) and life? ®

We looked to Paul Ricoeur to help us address our questions, where
in Chapter Two we agked, Why is text a paradigm for the recovery of meaniﬁg?
The key to our answer was fognd in the sense—referenee dialectic by which
Ricoeur can push the symbolic import of lénguage beyond multiveocity to also
include a reference to existence, to life. The process of interpretation,

then, is more extensive than uncovering layers of meaning embedded in

languages it includes the further task of peinting to human cultural

existence.

lsee above, Chapter One, pp. 45-46.
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The recovery of meaning is ultimately a recovery of our own
existence, Why is this_necessarily g0 for Ricoeur? Because for him
language is a derived form; the impo?t of this presupposition is that we can
detect in language .signs of our own aelf—existenqe. Ricoeur's method of

textual hermeneutics, the subject of Chapter Three, contests the claim of
N .

§

the epistemology of the natural sciences to provideAthe only wvalid
methodological model for the human sciences. Without denying the
epistemological mode, Ricoeur's starting point is an hermeneutics of
axistence, which for him is an hermeneutics of understanding. This sets in
motion the key dialectic of hisvmethod, explanation-understanding, which
respects both the epistemology of eéplanation and the 6ntological vehemence
of understanding. Ricoeur's hermeneutics of understanding seeks to
accomplish the recovery of our own self-existence through the signs of our
existence, lahgdage in use. In this way, the ;nalytic of language in use
{the explanatory moment) is a means to uncover a reference to human cultural
existence (the moment of understanding).

In Chapters Four and TFive wé addressed the explanatory moment of
Ricoeur's method of textual hermeneutics fé; our own ‘liturgical purposes,
We first outlined a theoretical analytic where we defined the parameters of
our explanatory moment in -terms of a theory of communication and a semantics

L-%

of action. We then applied our analytic to a select Eucharistic.text in
order to uncover its structure (thé se:;.se of meaning).

Having recalled the framework of our study to thié point,lwe are
now in albetter pogition to lay out with clarity the work of our present

chapter, which is to address the methodological moment of understanding. We

begin with a salient question: Why are we so concefned with an haermeneutics
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of existence with respect to liturgy? Our answer is that if qg_atop our
work with Chapter Five, we have provided no means whereby we can relate the
very meaning of the celebration itself with Christian living. Further, the
relationship of a textual study‘of liturgy to its celebratingwould remain a
e

suspended point.“ By completing our study with the understanding pole of
Ricoeur's nmthéd, we can methodolegically indicate How an hermeneutics of
understanding helps to integrate our celebration of Eucha:ist into Christian .
living as well as underscore the importance of textual studies. \

What is implied in this? What is an stake? We, with Ricoeur,
maintain that through a mpment of explanation directed to a sense of meaning
we point to the referénce of a text in terms” of the experience which gave
rise to the text as well-as uncover a world of the text to be appropriated
as new possibilities for Christian living. In the case of our select
Eucharisti; text, so far we have explained the text, but not "understood”
it. We are now ready to turn to this interpretive task.

The work of explic;ating fhe reference of the select Eucharistic
text through its sense (uncovered in the practical analytic) leads to the
essential task of this chapter: to integrate the moment of explanation
within the larger framework of an hermeneutics of understanding. Our
reflections are now pushed beyond the linguistics of the text to how
language functions in a text as that wﬁich opens up a world to be
appropriated for human living. Central to this herméneutical enterprige is
a reflection on the structural fe;tures of the dynamic of action that shape
cur select Eucharistic texﬁ as a whole and which carry the reader from one

gide of the text (pre-undefstanding) to the other gide of the text (self-

understanding), Text mediétes the pre-understanding of participation and



B S, | .

O

-

Understanding - ) 236

the. new self-understanding characteristic of the moment of appropriation.

Its ability to bridge these two moments consists in the fact that linguistic

symbols "are interpretents internally related to some action.® That is,

the language of a text captures dimensions of human existence inasmuch as
A J

language dynamically configures human action.

In this chapter, we look to the &ynamicsﬁqﬁ_égéion and
communication of our select text and a§5?-What aék the éos:}bilities openea
by our analytic as broader dimensions of the text implicating life? Here,
we are removing the brackets placed around human cuitural exis£ence iq our
analytic,éf'éhe sense and thereby are allowing the text’s ontqlogical
vehemence to appear. We consider, in" the first part of thg chapter, the
moment of pariicipation ags a re-enactment of the)christian existence out of.
which and into which the text functions. In the second part of the chapter
wa come back to cur analytic in order to show how-the explanatory mode helps
to put at a distance our participation in human cultural existence, opening
up to us new possibilities. Our guiding question ié,-what ig the divine and

human action that is emplotted in the language of the select text? By

uncovering the text's deep structure we expose its reference whereby we see

how the analytic moment bridges our pre-understanding and new self-

understanding. In the third part of the chapter we consider the moment of
appropriation, by which ‘we insert our Christian existence inﬁc the larger
world of praxis (informed by the distanciation) as required by "reading" the

text. Finally, in the fourth section on liturgy as language of faith we ask

" 2P. RICOEUR, Time and Narrative, Volume 1, trans. K.'McLaughlin and
D. Pellauer (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1984), p. 58.

5
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the questlon, How does language function in the liturgical text as language

of faith?

{

A. Participation: Re—enactment of Christian Bxistence

Liturgy can never be divorced from‘actqal-human eiistence:
liturgy is not something "out there® we "gq to," but it is an.actual
expression of our Christian éxistence. Liturgical celebration presupposes a
certain competency in human living as well as a competency in Christian
living, a humanization process taken up and ritualized as sfmbofic mediation
(in our case liturgical language). In this liturgy's action is related to
human living as anlactionf the structure of liturgy,lthen, reflects the
structure of human, Christian existence. While this relationship betwe=n
the action of liturgy and the action of human living is important in order
to ensure a starting point for interpretation, it is even mcre important in
terms of ensuring a certain "readability" of the text. Our participation in
Christian existence enables our participation in Christian liturgy because
liturgy presumes a level of bondiﬁé with Christian existeﬁce by means.of its

[4

originary events,

To flesh this out in terms of our methodological moment of

participation, we divide this part of the chapter into two sections. The

first addresses theé question, What enables a reading of liturgy from within

. our lived Christian existence? Here we show how the nonmethodic pole of

understandiné is a "pre-understanding” of the objectification of the
r ' .
structures of our very existence. The second section addresses the

question, What are the various dimensions of human experience out of which

liturgy speaks? Here we show how congnizance of the pre-understanding pole
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of our method invites liturgists to be concerned with the whole of human
living.

1. Belonging: Participation in Christian Existence

The methodoloéical moment of participation implies that we find dur
selves, our existence, our way of living, already immersed in a world with
an archa;ology older than our own. Ricoeur hasfsuggested that we can be
aware of our participation by studying culture through its symbelic and
historical mediation. Fo; us Christians, this means that our own Christian
existence is immersed 'in a Christian world with a recognizable tradition
mediated by liturgy (as one example of symbolic mediation).

Understanding derives from the interpreter's way of existing. The
task of understanding concerns our mode oI eiistence, the gigns of which are

3

objectified in a text. It is not contradictory, then, to its inherent

challengé to refigure self that liturgy first presupposes on the part of

those gathered a pre-understanding or familijarity with its celebration such -

that our celebrating liturgy is out of recognition of an initial shape and
meaning. The pre-understood famiiiarity with Christian liturgy develops
frém ogr Chrigtian belief in and experience of God's divine concern f9r
creation and God's ongoing relationship to the Christian community.

Our moment of participation is a participation in 1life, in
existence, which has been given a uniquely Christian realization mediated by

gymbols., "Symbol"™ here is not taken in the usual sense of standing for

gsomething else or having layers of meaning; symbolic mediation refers to the

Isee above, Chapter Three, pp. 95-98.

LN
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"cultural processes that articulate experiencéﬂ4 Further, “cultural
prgzesses“ emphagizes a public character to symbolic mediation: "symbolism

is not in the mind ... but .a meaning incorporated into action and °

'
-

decipherable from it by other actors in the social interplayﬂs "Cultural
procegses™ also emphasizes that symbolic mediation arises in experience and
is the concrete articulation of that experience. The Christian communit&
enﬁers into £he tradition of liturgical experiences of the Church as
symbolically mediated by celebration. The~written text is an
objectification of cur normative tradition of lived Christian existence.
Rooted deeply in life's experiences, liturgy expresses the community's
accumulated, structured .axpressions of their bonding with life.

Liturgy is truly a "telling™ of Christian existence. At the same

'time, a liturgical text affords a critique of that Christian existence.

Text, ;hen, is a double-edged sword: it is first of all an objectification
of the structures of Christian living; secondly, it provides a corrective to
Christian ideology by what happens in its celebration. Both cutting edges
are sharpened by the fact that litufgical texts are not epi?odic, but
configured (structured) such that liturgical celebrgpion is éggf;ealization

.
i

4p, RICOEUR, Time and Narrative, p. 57. -

S5thid.
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of an avent® that can be res-enacted. This is to say that there is a

“sedimentation element in liturgy whereby its symbols objectify Christian

'7

living as well as provide "rules of meaning for interpretation. The

liturgical assembly recognizes certaiﬁ gtructures enabling them to "read”

the liturgical text as re-enactment. Here, liturgical anamnesisis not just

a "recall® of originary events) it incorporgteé an historical dimension that

is caug up in it{ cycle of participatory celebrations, In liturgy,

~.

_anamnesis implies a metamorphosis in terms of reshaping evaents as new

]

amplofmengs of life. Rooted deeply in life's experiences, liturgy
celeq;gfgs the cgmmunity%a accumulated, structured expressions of their

“bonding with life and reshapes those expressions as new ways of living.
=" - . B
Though participation prec%uQes the Ch;istian community £from ever

r

+

atanding outside of the Christian milieu, interpretation invites a
refiguration whereby liturgical innovation realizes fresh beginnings. While

participation permits an initial reading because of familiarity with its

& .
’6HJL WHEELOCK makes a similar point though. his approach and
context dare quite different. In his article "The Problem of Ritual

Language: FProm Information to Situation” (The Journal of the American
Academy of Religion 50 {1982], 49-71), he proposes thh&nghe language of

ritual does not essentially convey information but it is Intended to create
a situation (p. 59, 61, and passim). For Wheelock, "the bpeaking of the
text presents the gituation® (p. 60; italics his) while at the same time it
presupposes the participants' understanding of "the pre-determined situation
that the ritual re-enacts" (p. 62). He contends that "ritual utterances
serve both to engender a particular state of affairs, and at the same time
aexpress recognition of its reality. Text and context become manifest
simultanecusly® (p. 58). If Wheelock is correct in his insight, and I
believe he is, it suggests that built into the liturgical text itself and
its intention to be ritualized is an Ammerent methodological guess as to
both the meaning and value of the liturgical celebration. Indeed, "the
‘message' of the ritual is less an idea to be taught and more a reality to
4be repeatedly experienced" (p. 66). :

L oaa

;nJ-‘7P£'Ricoeu:, Time and Narrative, p. 58. °*

-
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tradition, participation alsc permits newness to impinge on that tradition,

Text's reference opens as -a poasible world entailing wholly new

'poséipilities;.wholly new ways of 1ivihg to be appfopriated which in turn

become a new moment of participation, Becaunse liturgical participation is.

Christian ii:ifidﬁxsgzz;ﬂ:}ready-being-lived appropriation, Christian living
i

itself is always a reflection of a previous reading of liturgy. This

. affords us our first glimpse at the relatiénship between liturgy and

averyday Christian living Which‘enables us to refer to liturgy as language
of-faith. Liturgy embodies the lanéuage which expresses how our deepest,
conscious being stands in relationship to the Sacred. Language functions in
liturgy as a symbolic mediation of the éonununity's presupposed participatory

faith relationship to the Sacred.

2. Commmnication: Pimensions of Human Experience.

Since a reading of liturgy always begins from our participation in
Christian existence, liturgy's celebration is not other than a celebration
of the one.life that is lived (as its ppjectification) and communicated
through a distance embodied in tradition. Though we insist that we

f
participate in a%Christian tradition, many dimensions of human cultural
existence influence and shape that tradition.

The communicétion of Christian tradition has not always lived up to
its ideals. Our method challenges certain articulations of Christian
existénce, offering a corrective; for example, our method particular;y
challenges any dualistic way of living. The celebration of liturgg

essentially shatters dualisms that divide our selves into body and soul, our

world into secular and sacred, our experiences into human and divine, our

A
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sense of time into chronometry and eternlty. thurgn.sts can clanfy how

"liturgical undarstanding takes place within our comprehension of Christ:.an

existence and human cultural existence not as two “existences" but ag one

~way of Christian living. It is not surprising to us that some liturgists

are particularly attentive to how liturgy incorporates a wide range of human

experiences. ‘Liturgists have broadened their task to reflect on more and

moré dimensions of ‘.experience_.a Important in our context is ﬁ_ow scholars
are 'attending to- the relationship between liturgy and Humanization and the
place of Christianity in' the world.9 Let us .pursue this more specifically.

| Even though llturg;l.c:al s-.udies are openlng 'to broader dlmensn.ons of

Christian living, we do not bring . percht" selves to llturgy S0 that we may

become a "perfact” community. Rather, the ideology of perfection is

critiqued when we assert that all of life is brought into liturgy. Another

important dimension of current liturgical research is the relationship of

L 4

8See L.L. Mitchell,\* "Liturgics, Whence and Whither?"
Anglican Theological Review 63 (1981): 302-308. Speaking to the formation
of working committees of the North American Academy of Religion, Mitchell
notes that at NAAL's inauguration in 1975 there were four committees dealing
with liturgical theology, liturgy of the hours, Eucharistic prayer, and
ritual activity. In 1977 a working committee dealing with liturgy and
social justice was formed. 1In 1978 the.ritual group added language to the
concerns of that committee; also in 1978 a working committee dealing with
the liturgical year was formed. In 1979 the ritual group subdivided into -
fine arts and social sciences subsections; also in 1979 a working group on
Christian initiation was formed. Since then, groups have been formed to
deal with liturgy and spirituality, music and liturgy, the American parish,
and liturgical preaching..

¥see, for example, A. SCHMEMANN, The World as a Sacrament (London:
Darton, Longman & Todd, 1966)3; A. SCHMEMANN, For the Life of the World -
(London: Darton, Longman & .Todd, 1966)y K.W. IRWIN, "Human Life and
Christian Worship,” Chapter Three in Liturqy, Prayer and Spirituality (New
York: Paulist Press, 1984); J. POWERS, Spirit and Sacrament: The Humanizing
Experience (New York: Seabury, 1973).
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liturgy and life.lo This is not to say that there is noéhing.wrong with the
way we live ér that we can do no wrong or that it does not make any
difference if we do. Rather, it says that we are invitéd by God as we are
to enter into the lityrgical celebration., It is in the éelebrating, by
entering into God's wofid and thereby being offered other~ Qsible ways of
living, ;hat liturgy reconciles all.toﬁfodaelf. Signiftﬁiﬁé in is regard
are the countlegs studies undertaken on_ritual as a dimension of life,
Indeed, M. Collins sees a "structural congrueu;e between rites and life.r1l

Liturgy raiges fundamental gquestions about another dimension of

life: How we are together, WNow, though, within a life*ehcompaasing

- liturgical perspective, our being teogether is neot Jjust' a question -of being

"in church" together, but implies the liturgical assembly is coextendive
with the Christian community. This statement might leave us a bit

uncomfortable, since "being togetheér™ as Christians leads us to ask, How

1OSee, for example, L. BOUYER, Life and Liturgy (London: Sheed and
Ward, ,1965); K. RAHNER, "Secular Life and the Sacraments: A Copernican
Revolution,” The Tablet 6 & 13 {(1971), 236-238 and 267-268; A, SCHMEMANN,
Liturgy and Life: Lectures and Essays On Christian Development Through
Liturgical Experience (New York: Department of Religiéus Education, Orthodox
Church in America, 1974); N, PITTENGER, Lifé as Bucharist (Grand Rapids:
William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1973); J.H. WESTERHOFF and W.H.
WILLIMON, Liturgy and Learning through the Life Cycle (New York: Seabury
Press, 1980). ) ' -

11"Liturgical Methodology and the Cultural Evolution of Worship in
the United States,”™ Worship 49 (1975), 94. Other select works dealing with_
liturgical rites as a dimension of life include C. GEERTZ, The
Interpretation of Cultures (New York: Basic Books, Inc., Publishers, 1973)
W.J. FREBURGER, Liturgy: Work of the People {Mystic, Connecticut: Twenty-
third Publications, 1984); A.W. WATTS, Myth and Ritual in Christianity
(Boston: Beacon Press, 1968); L.L. MITCHELL, The Meaning of Ritual (New
York: Paulist Press, 1977); A.J ~@HUPUNGCO, 0.S.B., Cultural
Adaptation of the Liturgy (New York: Paulist Press, 1982); R. GRAINGER,

The Langquage of the Rite, Foreword by D. Martin (London: Darton, Longman &

Todd, 1974).

N



g T e

Lﬁ“’

Understanding . 244

/

well are we togetﬁer? In this context we might also raise an ecumenical
question, and lituréists are doing their hﬁmework in this dimension of human
living together as well.12 o .

When we_;eflect-on the broad implications of liturgy being an
objecéification of our Christian.existence, all of the human experiences we
bracketed in the analytic of Chapter Five can be incorporated into our
understanding of liturgy. Yet, if we never distance ourselves from our
Christian existence, we can never move beyond ourselvesltoward a new self-
understanding. We now look to the possibilities for a new self-
undefstanding our analytic suggests.

B. Through Sense toward Reference

[

The methodological moment of distanciation allows us to put
ourselves at a "distance" from our human cultural existence, providing for
a deeper penetration into the meaning of our Christian living. Without the
challenge of a fresh look at ourselves and our possibilities, the
culmination of the hermeneutical process in the moment of appropriation
would be impossible. For Riqpéur, written text is the paradigm of

diastanciation because a text'

-

(as enduring) communicates human experience in
and through distance.

Our task in this part of the chapter is to lock to the structure of

our Christian existence as objeétifieﬂ by the structure of our select

12For just two examples, see Baptism, Eucharist and Ministry, Faith
and Order Paper No. 111 (Geneva: World Council of churches, 1982) and E.L.
BRAND, "Response to the Berakah Award: Ecumenism and the Liturgy,” WQfshiE
58 (1984): 305-315.
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Bucharistic text and uncﬁvered in the explanatoryfmoment, and let that
gtructure suggest new possibiliti;s for apéropriation. We continue our
methodological probings: How does the sense of a texé already point to
reference? How, then,ldoes this show the explanatory moment Aa mediating
understanding on both sides of the text?

The reference of a text is made apparent in a critical, reflective

evaluation of the dynamic movement uncovered in analyzing its linguistic

sense, We have geen how Ricoeur gives Jakobson positive marks on his

{Jakobson's) recognition that meaning resides in the total act of

communication.l3 With respect to language’s relationship to human cultural

existence, however, the differences between Ricoeur and Jakobson are
crucial: (1) in terms of code, Ricoeur extends the metalingual function to

the capacity of language through reflection to designate itself and its -

4

other;1 (2) Ricoeur rejects Jakobson's eclipse of reference in the: poetic

15

function; and (3) for Ricoeur, reference is fgached through language in

use which relates the text to the participatory experience brought to it 16
Ricoeur, then, departs from JFakobson in that the explanation of the
linguistic sense already pushes us toward understanding its reference as
relating the "what is said™ of the text to existence. We follow up on
Ricoeur's venture into the world of reference through sense by coming back

to the two foci of our analytic tool, action and communication.

l3See above, Chapter Pour, pp. 143~144.

14See above, Chapter Four, p. 151.

15See above, Chapter Egur, p. 154

153&& above, Chapter Two, p. 73.
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1, Dynamic of Action

With an eye toward reference, we returﬁ to the gets of the four
divigsionms of our select‘text; recall that the four communication seta are
CONTACT--MESSAGE--CONTEXT--CODE, We are interested in addressing two
questiona:“ what is the configuration of action that renders the liturgical
text complete and wholae rather than episodic and disjointed? What does this
say about our understanding of Christian eﬁistence?

~ We assume a certain unity to the action. But we also know that the
liturgical text has a-great’many disparate elements: greeting and éreparing,
listening to the word, celebrating Euchariét, dismissing.,rﬂhat— raws these
elements into a single action that is unified, comphete and whole? ow does
a liturgy proceed from a beginning {as open possibilities) through the rite

?17

to an end (agﬁa necessary or usual sequel) What_principle--idéa——

generative. process has forged a unity out of the liturgical action as it
unfolds through its four divisions?

As we pointed out in Chapter Five, examination of one liturgical
text does not allow us to identiﬁy its generati%e factor, which we would
call "liturgical.genre." We can suggest fééﬁ o;r analysis a basic postulate
of litdfgical genre: the action of liturgy draws the community ever deeper
into God's personal presence, Whicﬁ is to say ever deeper into the mystery
of salvation. The‘dfnaﬁic characteristic of the Eucharistic rite is such

that the liturgical story unfolds as a structure not only mimetic of the

structure of our human existence, but also mimetic of the structure of God's

17See P, RICOEUR, Time and Narrative, p. 38.
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divine existence (in terms of God's interaction with us), Li#urqical geﬁre
pekmits an ﬁnderstanding of/litﬁi{{}}hat at once helps ua to recognize the
intersectién of God's world and cur own in the very unfolding of liturgy's
gtructure. |

In Chris;ianity, a moment of distanciation is the liturgical
celebration whereby we enter as an assembled community into Ged's pr;sence,
into the poetic reference opened up by tﬁé“proclamation of the word, int§

the context of the Eucharistic prayer, and, ultimately, even into liviﬁg a

fuller dimension of Christianity itself, But rather than coming to cleosure,.

-

liturgy opens up space for meaning to unfold as possibilities for a'new

understanding of how to.live |

fhe Christian mystery. We now take a more
penetrating look at the possiBilities for a new way to live out Christian

existence by locking to the ¢ nfiguratibn of action of the four divisions.

1) Through the phatic func n of the introductory'R;tes peopie are
congtituted a lit;rgicai assembly and recognize themselves.as this asgembly
before the Lord. Essentially, ﬁucharist.is enacted by an assembly, Aot by
individuals. It.is the assembled liturgical community who is drawn inteo
presence with God and each other through Ehe phatic function of tﬁe
Introductory Rites, becoming a "self—in-communi\ Y The possibility of
community opened up by liturgy is not just any popular notion of coﬁﬁunitj,
but that suggested by the corrective of our analytic. In the constitution
of the liturgical assembly, the worshippers come from dissimilar places to
the_worahip space where they become a community of faith. Prom the very

beginning of the Eucharistic rite thé participation in Christian 1living

which characterizes the ego who comes to the rite is in tension with a new

gelf now defined by being in faith community. This is the first .ﬂ%ent in
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tha drama of self-understanding inhereﬁt in applying Ricoeur's method of
textual hermensutics. By letting go of ego and entering into a community of
faith embracing a dialectical'distinction of self-in-community from ego, we
open up to ourselves the possibility of confronting how we are presently
living our Christian existence with how we might live as first played out in

the present celebration. Thus liturgy invites a hospitality of life marked

by an encounter of Presence with presence (Act with act, Life with life).

2). Through the poetic function of the Riturgy of the Word the

asgembly is fed with God'é words ;he fgcus here i§ on thelword proclaimed.18
Proclamation of the word lays before the commu rticuiar word
proclaiming more than information. ?ﬁe message 1s meaning-laden; that is,
it has multivalent, refer;;tial import that opens up new possibilities for
the coﬁmunity. The poesy of the word points to an indirect reference which

is, ultimately, the possibility of encounter with the personal presence of

Christ. The proclamation, then, is the proclamation of a person present who

18picoeur sees proclamation as "the permanent reinterpretation of
the text which is grounding the cammunity ... " (P. RICOEUR, "The 'Sacred'
Text and the Community™ in The Critical Study of Sacred Texts, ed. W.D.

" O0'Flaherty, . Berkeley Religious Studies Series #2 [Berkeley: Graduate

Theological Union, 1979], p. 274). Proclamation is fundamental to the
Christian community because in receiving anew God's word, a continual
constitution of the meaning of Christian texts takes place. Since the
constitution of meaning is contemporanecus with the constitution of self
(s P. RICOEUR, "What is a Text? Explanation and Understanding™ in
Hejgzheutics and the Human Sciences: Essays on Language, Action and

Interpretation, ed. and trans. J.B. Thompson [Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press, 1981], p. 159), the liturgy in proclaiming the word,
offers new possibilities for a new self, :

) f/‘s
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|t "
can be encounteredl? in such a way that the word is particularized for this

given time and this given community. The creative word penetrates those
gathered. Thus the reference of the poetic function indicates a more
penetrating relationship betﬁeen ou; hgman a¥istence and the word -
proclaimed. The action“of the Liturgy of the Word ﬁnitealthé community (who
makes public their assent) with ;he proclaﬁation and by so doing the

community enters into a deeper personal presence with Ged.

3) Through the referential function of the Liturgy of the Eucharist

the assembly by blessing, thanking, remembering, offering, and .eating and

drinking actually lives the mystery of the deeds of salvation in their

- retelling the Christian story. Anamnetic narration affords the Christian

community the possibility to. read the Christian story anew. The world of
God's proffering of salvation is a possibility before the commupity, one
that can be directly realized through the action of eating and drinking.
The many instances of code during this division constantly invite the
community's participation in these actions. The depth of presence achieved

at this point in the Eucharistic action is a oneness with God symbolized by

ingesting d Blood of Christ, signaling a change from self-~in-
munity-in-Christ. Human presence and divine

presence are commingled in the action of eating and drinking, a promise of

the fullness of Presence to presence. ‘

e recall from ou ysis that the Gospel is central and the
language of address accompan éyﬂ? witnesses to our speaking to someone
the raference of the Gospel is a person, Jesus Christ, who is preaent to us
in the proclamation of the word.

T
1

N
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@ 4) Through the metalingual function of the Concluding Rite‘tﬁé
assembly affirma thair own willinénéss to hear the Christian story of
salvation and continue living'it by serving the Lord. The mstalingqal
function hare points to more than a checking on whather the language is
understcods the'matalingual function of the Concluding Rite characterizés
1angu;ge's capacity to designate itself and its other. Reading liturgy with
the same code suggests the "other™ that its language designates is tﬁe same
for ail. 'And what is that othexr? It is the presence of God inte which the
écmﬁunity~haé'entered more and more deepiy during the unfolding Bucharistic’
action. Acclamation is a ritualization of a dscision to appropriate the
posaibilities for Cﬁristian living opened up by penetrating moré aeeply into
the Divine Presence. In effect, acclamation describes the way a religious
person who has celebrated Eucharigt lives, suéh that our whole life is an
act of worship, a living out of the worship event that is Eucharistic
action. Acclamation, then, rejects closure and opens up the unique reading

)
of the Christian story that refigures the gelf-in~community in terms of a
new self-understanding. The community is invited to make an affirmation
o,

that defines the "YES" of faith.

The dynamic of action unfolding in the Eucharistic celebratiocn

_opens up a world of posasibilities circumscribed by community formation,

proclamation, anamnetic narrative, and acclamation. This dynamic of action
is a configured action: liturgy unfolds an ever deeéér p;netration into the
Divine Presence which is paralleled by the liturgical assembly being
refigured into a community more like Christ. How then might{ we understand

the "experience” wé call "Eucharist"? In terms of ita dynamic bf action, it

would be the experience of letting go of ego to become self:ipﬁézmmunity to
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become‘self-in—community—iqlchriat to live as Christ. But this ia only a
partial understanding of EBucharistic experience, based on the dynamic of

action, Wé'must add to this the possibilitiea-suggasted by the process of

communication.,

2. Processlof Communication

Having reflected on the configquration of the dynam%c of action, we
now focus on the process of communication which unfolds in the Eucharistic
celebration. If we return to our analysis of the four major divisions of

the Eucharistic rite of Chapter Five, the meaning of the_select Eucharistic

. text is telling both by what noticeably contributes to its ig&grnal dynagic

as well as by what is conspicuously absent. The four sets of the méjcr
divisions unfold .as CONTACT--MESSAGE--CONTEXT-~CODE. At either end of the
communication spectrum the focus is on persons, God and community, through
the contact set of the Introductory Rites and the code set of the Concluding*
Rite. Yet, we note that neither addresser nor addressee is the set of any
of the divisions. Though God and ;ommunity (as addresser or addressee) are
conspicuocusly "absent"™ as a major set of a division, fhey are profoundly
present in other respects. Reflection on the interlocutors leads us to
another aspect of understanding the Eucharistic experiencei ' i

Is not, perhaps, God absent as a set of 6ne of the major divisions

: L

because we cannot name the "Un—nameab}gg:mEWhy is God not ﬁaqed? Maybe
because God cannot be brought idto history as "something.” The world of the
Eucharistic text is not a human, historical world as we know 6urs to he, but
it is Godﬂa world that interacts with our own; Because the "Un-nameable"

{

cannot be brought into history as "something,” the reading of liturgy leads

S
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tﬁ;;holly ggﬁ possibilities offered for our appropriation. The "newnesas"
of these possibilities derives from the "other" of God's world of salvific
activity, Yet God reigns over hiastorys it is God's world of acts and
communication of Godself with which the community is confronted. Hence, the
communication set of each of the divisions must be interpreted under the
umbrella of God's self-communication. This is rather straight—forwafd for
megsage and context. The other commﬁnication factors of the first and last
divisighs o} the rite take on an interesting new dimension.

‘ While we said above that the contact of the Introductory Rites
draws us into a self-in-community st?nding in God's presence, we ask, Does
this not occur at God's initiative? * The relinquishing of ego to become
self-in-community is not even totally our cﬁoice ner‘disposition, but
happens'by God's invitation. A similar corrective must bé made for the
metalingual import of the Concluding Rite. We would imagine that t;é
affirmation is certainly our own. Yet,.is not even this affirmation
interéreted in terms of God's seif-communication, which is to say that our
understanding of the world of the Eucharistic rite is not accomplished apart
from God's sel f-communication? This is not a self—communication that comes
from outside the celebration at its final affirmation, but it comes through
the rite toward that metalingual response, We suggest that another aspect
of thae experience we call'Eucharist is God's self-communication, available
for our uhderstanding. But so far we have only focused on one "absent”
interlocutor. Let us lock to the other interlocutor.

Is not, perhaps, the self-in-community absent as a set of one of

the major divisions because to name the "nameable”™ would render "complete™

those who are being refigured toward a different self-understanding? While

[

-

I
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the éelf-in—commun;ty knows one dimension of themselves .as living “in

~

Christian existende, not ' naming the'self-in"community in liturgy's
' ) : )

communication process breaks open Christian existence so that the Sacred may

more fully enter, inﬁegrating life into Life. Because the ”nameﬁble' ia not

A

.

.compiete, wa can read liturgy from Christian living permitting fuller

dimensions ‘of God's world to shape our Christian self-understanding.

.

v

God's self-communication in the reading of liturgy is not dependeht
on our own recegnition nor affirmation of it. 1In the %eééing we are 'caught
"up" in the dynamic by the self-communication of the Un-nameable. We mean to

say that the rite can never be divorced from our affirmatiodLof it nor from
- a

our very existénce which is radically (radical = "root") .tranaformed by it.

By naming neither the "Un-nameable™ nor the "nameable,” we believe
§£§ ) liturgy has an inherent communicative tension between God's world and

Christian living. We identify this liturgical tension as the interacticn

4 ,"

bepween the poetic and referential communication functions (of the Liturgf
of thé Word and the Liturgy of the Eucharist) with their being framed by God
and self—in—cqmmunity (phatic and metaiingual functions of the Introductory
Rites and Concluding Rite)., Language functions in liturgy as a dynamic
tension between the language of possibilities proffered by God's world and
. our own historical existence. This dynamic tension points to liturgy as
language of faith, a language which speaks the community's relationship to
the Sacred as an interpretation of God's language of self-reﬁelation to the
asgembled faith‘comﬁunity, available to them as a new self-understanding.
‘The Eucharistic liturgy does not come to closure, but continues
into the daily existence to which the assembled community returns. This

O

does not happen by simply walking out the church doorsy contrary, the

\
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~

‘Bucharistic liturgy continues by a 'thinking from" liturgical celebration

which characterizey living froul a new self-understanding. Liturgy is a

‘Yanguage of faith to- the extent that it captures the accé@ulated faith

i

'éxperiences of its participants and holds thgse experiences in dynamic

tansion with the new possibilities offered through celebration.

-

We have been directing our remarks to the celebration of 11turgy as
. - .
a way for our Christian existence to be challenged by new possibilities. We

sea in this how the moment of explanation is in a dialectical relationship
to th¢ monent of graﬂundefstanding (partiﬁipa‘ion); offéring a corrective to
Ourjéresedt way of 1iving. The correctiye, though, operates not only En the
difgétzcn of life vis a-vis liturgy. From another-perspectiﬁe, the
explanation-understandlng dialectic can sayas"hethlng by way of evaluatlon
about the text that is prescrlptlve for the llturglcal celebratlon. We
oqgéhize an evaluatzon of our methodological moment of“explanatlon in terms.;
of its structural, semantic, and analytic advantages.
¢ R 4

Structurally, the many“eléﬁents[ar seen to be a whole, rendering

el

the communication and action as both dyn mic and configured Elements of

the rite can be examined in relation to their immediate context: Does this

element fit;_/;;;hcturaily, with its proximate complements? How do the
» . - i ‘ .
elements flow sequentially from one to another? This allows a structural

crithﬁe d% the present rite which.c&dld_shﬁgg its future daéelopment.-'

9 ' K .
.Semantically, our method allews)s critique of the words of the text

-

withgraspect‘io'hov the communication takes place. For example, a.

\

. 13
liturgical text is celebrated as a community, "and so the language is

communitarian, p;uraly many of the singular utterances contradict this

- . s /_'

‘ oA s
.~ communitazien dimqnsion. -
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Analytically, our method can incbrporate any number of
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possibilities, Our analytic has gllowed us to see what kind of‘factors are
involved in the communication brpceés and the dynamiclof action, Other
analytics could address other aspects of liturgy, for example the metaphoric
prayer language or its genetic factors. Openness to differing‘;halytic.
tools permits the method to remain timely as new gets of questions open up
in different{historieal and cultural situations. In any case, the method
. aqalyzes é text cua text, and this within a-specific text theory. |

While the results of our specific analytic are promising, we admit

that the methed ig limited by the choice of_analjtic tools. Other aspsacts

TS
' 3

important for a fuller explicabion of the meaning of the Eucharistic rite

cannot be addressed without going outside our chosen ahalytic. Thus, our ("

&

method does not take iﬁto account the full dynamic of an actual celebration

¥ r

nor does it e&aiuaté what is done with a text in that celebration; it

brackets the té;t!s historical development with its inherent theological and

pastoral wgaknesses; it brackets thé £ﬁématic content of the text as well as

the sources for the content; it does not capitalize 6n the richness of the

text's metaphoric prayer’languaée. What our method does do is show the

possibilities inherent in the languaée of a text and promises rgsults‘in
geveral areas by allowing for éifferent analytics.

A reading of liturgyffaminds us of‘the source of the possibilitles

that are oéen‘to us: God's presence in the Christian'story.. In this way our

» living out the poéhibilitiesuis notlaevered from the liturgical celebration

which gives r;se to them. At the.sama tiﬁe, a reading ofjliturgg,moves the

‘ )

ﬂ"@ self-in-community beyond the linguistic code into a wérkd of praxis which

i ‘ . ' . .

-

characterizes the moment’ of approbriation; Appropriation refocuses on the
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G ~
life of the participants, but now within the broad dialectic of life

-—

ecircling back to iiturgy and the refiguration of life resulting from

celebrating, Liturgy's”affecting those who celebrate it is constitutive of

the very act.of reading the text itsel£.20

- . C. Apgropriation: Project of Life

) -~ .
What project does liturgy promote? Through its- moment of

appropriation, "reading®™ a text sets the stage for a new, poasible way of
living Christian life whicﬁ is wholly withir :_'Lts .continuing tiradition. "In
the "gragce of imagination"zl (that is, the capacity to let new worlds shape
our self-understanding; the world of the text is interpreted: aas
c pos‘si,'bilities before the self, as new ways éf gxisting. While new
possibilities are cé)un‘cless in terms of different rea;ding;sq ‘?f a text, a
refiective moment clar:ifi:es them in /@rms of a; critique of ‘the signs of
self—exiétence which results in appropriatioﬁ, a making our own the world of
the text's possibilities. In celebrating liturgy, our engagement in the
- action invites the appropri.ation _‘of new ways of living out our Christian

existence. In this part of the chapter we explore liturgical appropriation

R %
under two aspects: the self-engaging requirement of true celebration and

the self-understanding which liturgy promotes.

-

- .20

See P, RICOEUR, Time and Narrative, p. 77. " t

0‘ ' " 21gee p, RICOEUR, "The Language of Faith" in The Philosophy of Paul
Ricoeur: An Anthology of his Work, ed. C.E., Reagan and D. Stewart (Boston:
Beacon Press, 1968), p. 237. '
1

- »

§
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: 1. Active Involvement
Certain features of liturgical celebration enable the moment of
appropriation to be disengaged from being simply a component of a method of
textual hermeneutics to enabling dialogue with a taxt. There are any number

of ways that the text itself indicates the moment of appropriation. Through

its worda, gestures, music, gymbols, postures, actions, etc., the rite

embraces the whole person, Active 1nvolveme25,in the l;turgical celebration

enablés the 11turgical text "to unfold its inherently d}namic character,"??
The linguistic symbolg of liturgy engage the individual with the text in
such a way that their involvement in the celebration is already an
interpretation of the action embedded iﬁ the'text. The dynamic flow of the

)
text draws the assembly deeper and deeper into lts world. What makes sense

in the text tﬁat beckons the community to enter into it? The sense of the
text is.its structura, But”structure‘is not some digsembodied, objective
entity "out there." The structure of the text is a dynamic of action
inherent within a text which draws the "regéer" into an engagement with it.

What invites engagement? We venture a few examples here. N

~
~ i
- 1

Liturgy calls for a level of engagement on the part of the

assembled community that parallels the kind of "active reading"™ required to

L]
"get into™ any text. Some components:of the liturgy have ag their primary
purpose to more actively involve the assembly in the action. For example,
music in liturgy often accompanies action not directly including the entire
S~ P .

—

[

N ¥

4ij§ﬁ\\\3~ 22W. ISER, "“The Reading Process: A Phenomenological Aprocach™ in
b JoPe

Tompkins, ed., Reader-Responsa Criticism: From Pormalism to Post—

structuralism (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1981), 51.

Al
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asgembly: the opening hymn acco@p&ﬁies the entrance of the ministers into
the worship space, a hymn at the Preparation accompanies the presentation of
gifts, a receﬁsional hymn aqcompanies the exit of the‘miniatars; At other
times music is a fuller way for the community to express their heightened
emotion: during the singing of the Gloria, acclamations, litanies;_ As
related to approbriation, thenf music in liturgy is not an end.in ;téeif,
but neither ouéht it be éaken lightiy. Tﬁose engaged in music ministry and
the study of the role of music in liturgy have as théir reéponsibility the

task of making more apparent music's role of inviting the asgsembly to a more

active igbolvement that enkindles the process of appropriation. L
Our analytic o:\;hapter Five alluded to the fact that even the

taken-for-granted postures of sitting, standing, and-kneeling.have_a direct’

bearing on the action that is taking place. We need to ask in various

. culturallsettings are the present postures adequate? The'same‘question

needs to be plied to the various actipns End'symbols{ Are they adequate?

_ appropriate? What about the ritualized wag-be greet one another? extend

a sgign of'peace? extend our offering of food and/or money? What about

frequentlyfonly egting and not drinking? And what about the "bread" we do

" eat? What about the word being proclaimed out of a pamphlet rather than a

¢ .

visibly symbolic, richly bound bock? What about the arréngement of thé\g

‘physical space in ordered rows where it is difficult to see faces?

4

Other components of the text also invite engage&ént. The
liturgical text contains throughout numerous phatic indications that draw
the assehbly'into the celebration. 1Is there not a difference between-a

presider who says "The Lord be 'with you” with hands stretched toward the

'aasemny while looking at them and smiling and’ a presider who does not?

<
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Further, a careful planning of wvariocus options of the text can.do wonders

for introducing a “proper variety®™ into Bucharistic celebra;ig 8 as we
help particularize a celebration for a special feast or occasion.

We wish to draw special attention to the role of acclamations with

-respect to the appropriative moment., In our analysis of the select

Eucharigtic text, we noted the importance of metalingual acclamations:

. acclamations not only conclude each of the major divisions, but they are

found throughout the rite. We especially ﬁoted how often acclamations mark
tﬁe Litu?gy of the Eucharist. It is liturgy's acclamatory moments ‘which
witness to an eclipse of the cultic occasion and an impingement on ordinary
life, Through affirmation of the Eucharistic action we enter into algrocesﬂ
of opening ourselves to the possibilities offered by the world of the text.
! ‘
But liturgy effects more than Jjust opening self to possibilities., ULiturgy's
action invites a refiguration of self that is played out in life as a new
Belf;understanding. It s;ems élausible to claim that the acclamations are
critical moments in the text which concentrate us od. turning points in the

celesration.23

At the primary points where liturgy draws out of us an
acclamatory response to its dynamic of action we also recognize the foci of

the world of the text: tﬁe word and bread/cup (Christ and salvific
. . ’({,h\\

23940 acclamations intensify our response to the presence of
Christ: the Gospel acclamation and Eucharistic acclamation (two Eucharistic
acclamations ["Dying you destroyed our  death ... " and "Lord, by
your cross and resurrection you have set us free ... "] are second person
address and most clearly_underscora the presence of Christ). We would also
add here the exchange between minister and communicant ("Body of Christ,"
*amen.”); while not an acclamation, the "Amen" is a metalingual response
having the same communication function (affirmation and commitment) as an
acclamation. Two acclamations strengthen our awareness of Ged's salvific
activity: the "Holy, Holy, Holy" and the great "Amen.," We would also add
here the metalingual Profession of Faith. '

———

A 4
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activity). The acclamations punctuate how liturgy rafigures our life as

Christ's life, continuing |God's salvific mctivity. To acclaim the action of

" the liturgy is to rsfigur Sur world as God's world.

. The way in which liturgy is approprlatsd depends more on the
community than on the tsxt.z4 In fact, without an assembly, liturgy does

not happen. 25 -

Moreover, as we have seen, the manner of invelvement is
impo}tant: the way we sit and gtand, speak and sing, listen and respond,
gesture and remain gtill are all implied by active involvement.26 The

meaning of liturgy, then, cannot be geparated from our own responsges to and

‘involvsment in ity "it [text] owes its presence in our minds to our oWwn

{;actions, and it  is these that make us animate the meaning of the text as a

-

w27  yhat characterizes a liturgical ¢elebration with 1life

reality.

1mplications from a l;turgy that merely "goes through the moticons"? In both

cases the same ritual unfolds. What makes one rich in meanlng “and the other -

meaningless?

These questions raise a whole gamut of pastoral problems. Our

analytic has shown that, by and large, the structure of our gelect text is

configured with a dynamic of action and communication that accounts for

“

-

+

24See W. TISER, ' The Act‘of Reading: A Theory of Aesthsfic Regponsge
(Baltimore and London: Johns Hopkina University Press, 1981), p. 107.

2sThis, perhaps, makes the liturgical text unique among texts,
again pointing to its having an unique genre. A liturgical text is composed
only for the sake of celebration.

26g4udies on "rubrics® are important in this regard, as the manner
of involvement paves the way for appropriation.

27y, 1SER, The Act of Reading, p. 128.
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F

liturgy's engagement of life.28 Yet, wé admit in manylcases liturgy is
anything but "dynamic,” Certainly, presidential style, quality of musie,
aesthetics of the worship space, preparedness of other ministars, the way
the cdmmunity ié together all enhance or diﬁiniah liturgy's staying power.
But if we id;ntify the effectiveness of liturgy only by thesa elements, we
have, in effect, limited God's initiative by human resources.. Nevertheless,
we are nailve, to say the least,\ if we assert that liturgy is essentialiy
God's action and the human f%ctor comes into play only at the levél of

attention and intention.

2

If we identify the effectiveness of liturgy primarily with our

readiness and willingness to do God's action, in effect we relegate the

concrete manifestations (the ceremony) of a given celebration to/;omething

¢

peripheral. Contrary, ourlﬁt ctural analysis shows that the entire rite
(both its verbal and nonverbal dimensions) contributes to its dynamism. It

would seem, then, if we judge the efféctiveneés of liturgy (judge liturgy to

hé "good"™ or "bad") by concentrating on any one aspect, we.ﬁistort

lit&rgical reality. We suggest what is éharacteristic‘ﬁf "good" liturgy is
a delicate balance between the "what"” and the "why" so that the full height
af effectiveness is derived from neither but from both.

By ﬁuggestiné that a "delicate balance" characterizes "good"
liturgy we set in motion a relationship among God's initiative and presence,

our own motives and mode of presencé in celebrating liturgy, and the

unfolding of the ritual itself. The delicate balance, is mutually helpful

Y

280ur comments under the sections "Critical Reflection" in Chapter
Pive show some areas of ambiguity and difficulty with the structure of the

salect text, but the gtructure as a whole manifests life-implications of the
text. .
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for both thefpgrhonal and ritual dimenaiona. What éood speaker doas not
raspond enthusiastically to an éttentive audience? On the other hand, well-
plandéd, well~enacted celébration can’ do wonders with respect to invitihg
angagement. What happens when the balance is upset by deficiencies in
either or both dimensiona?

Ll

Liturgy has its’ own built-in corrective in that it is.always a
_ X . : v

29 Community, it seems, is the corrective that
bridges the two dimensions of persona{ and ritual. If the ritual enaétment
is deficient, ,the totality qf community provides an ;mbience larger than
gelf to allow an encounter of Presence with presence. I1f our engagement is
deficient, the community contifiues the ritual action and by so doing
continually invites the individual to celebration) While the symbolic
richness of {itu{gi;}s.most appaﬁént when the delicate balance between
personal and ritual is preserved, nevertheless the extravagance of possible
worlds is not limited by these dimensions. . |

The Eucharistic liturgy's world eclipses the confines of the cultic
occasion and becomes a'part‘ﬁﬁ the very life that is lived in our everyday
exisﬁ§hcef Liturgy is not something apart from our everyday living, bhut
rather it is a vital informant of it. There is no separation of the sacred
and seculary; we live our lives totally in the life of the Divine Présence.
The ultimate truth of liturgy cézsists in liviné out Chriétian undersfanding
ag a rafigured existence enlaréed by the very shape of the liturgical

celebration. The meaning of liturgy is known in the hermeneutical process

.

290ux conception of community is as the Sacred aassembly of the
Lord, not as a group where people necessarily "feel good™ together.
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freely embraced by the participanta; ‘The self within is an‘agent of the
world of tg; liturgical text.

The refigurétipn regulting from embracing the world of the text30
ig indicative of the effect of the text on its reader. Hence, cénfiguration
gives way to refiguration Sf the reader in the very ;ct of reading. Thae
world qf.possibilities that are part of the deep structure of the text are
released as new possibilities for gelf-understanding. We are neces%grily
challenged to a new self-understanding by a text becaﬁse "when we are
present in an evéﬂt, something must happen to us. ... The 1ite£ary

text relegates our own prevailing views into the past by itself becoming a

‘present expgrience. ... "3l rthe challengg of the liturgical celebration

must be receiVved by tﬁe-participants. qug is an active agent of the world
proffered by the text for appropriation, The self-undkrstanding of
appr;priation is the action whereby we decide‘to appropriate world of
the text into our present eﬁperience andjthis becomes the new constitution

-

of our "YES" to life.

2. Self-underata.ndinq‘

The appropriation that culminates the hermeneutical process in
Ricoeur's theory is a new self-understanding. Though one is presented with
new possibilities for living the Christian ideal by the world of the

liturgical text, appropriation permits a destruction of that Christian ideal

30y, 1Iser puts it: "The written text contains a sequence of aspects
which imply a totality” (The Act of Reading, p. 146).

3ltpia,, p. 131.
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as an ideqlggz and y#el&é a moregoriginary word.32 By refléction we make
the worldlof the lituréical text Qur own, emélotting a naw way of existing
for ourselves, a new project of‘?ggg. "Living in" a liturgical text must
give way to "thinking from,” When this happens, our whole life is a
"thinking from® liturgy and evidences the refiguration that accompanies
active engagement in the liturgical celebration{ Nothing is ™automatic" in
a lituyéical calebration, least of éll its affects on the'assembly.

The originary word of the world of divine and human action released
asg possibil%ties for gself-appropriation by a liturgical celebration affects
both community and self. A more originary word releases an historical

adventure that challenges the community to become more whole. Specifically,

this means a greater conformity to the Christian idgal in terms of the

‘salvific world of the liturgy. A more originary word releages a pérsoual

adventure that challenges the self to become moré whole. Specifically, this
means a greater conformity to the Christian ideal in terms of the person of
Christ encountered in liturgy.

To the extent that the celebration of liturgy by the worshipping

community is their lived expression of Christian existence, the langﬁége of

liturgy (its words, gestures, music, symbois, postures, actions, etc.) is

the mediary between the expression of religious faith as well as the

B

1itufgical experience of new possibilitiesland the historjcal situation to

be lived in a Christian context. If the celebration of{l turgy does not

culminate, in appropriation, liturgy itself is incomplet is has at least

.

+

Ricoeur, pp. 234-235.

32539 P. RICOEUR, "The’Language of Faith" in The Philosophy of Paul

s

-
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two important conéequences for ‘the individual as well as for the Christian
community, |

The first, and moat obvious, consequence is that if liturgy does
not culminate in appropriaticn, the new aelf-ﬁnderstand%ng resultihg from a
deeper penetration into the world of liturgf is never internalized. Thus,
the éelf leaving the cultic.occasion is simply the same ego who came. With
no real transformation, the community (Body of Christ) is not built ﬁp; Thae,
actants in the fiturgical drama are_central.. The inter-animaticn of
Presence with presence dqes more than confiqure thg self-in-community: In
the moment of appropriation, the community itself is refigured to the degree

the individuals who comprise it are. Ultimately, the mark of liturgy upon

human existence is measured by the refigured self of the act of

P
i
appropriation.

- Second, the more important consequénce ig that if the celebration
of litufgy does not gulminelte in appropriat:i'on,. then .liturgy's language of
faith is relegated to mere words spoken and aqticns undertaken during a
cultic occasion. The only way liturgy is truly a lanéuage of faith is when
its expression eclipses the cultic occasion to become a pkojec£ of life,
When language functions in liturg§ in this way, the transformed ego
consequent upon living in the world of liturgy is a selgfxurned toward the
Un-nameable, a "turning toward” that %is recognizable in the way we live,
Liturgy is T project of life because its truth is judged by the way wa live,

In the final analysis, then, liturgy's momant of appropriation

—

suggests that the religioua dimension of life is not separate from the

4
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praxical. In fact, praxis assures the identity between our religious life

and our sethical life.33 Wa ask with T. Balasuriya:

wWhy is it that in spite of hundreds of thousands of eucharistic
calabrations, Christians continue as selfigh as before? Why have
the "Christian". peoples been the most cruel colonizers of human
history? ~Why is the gap of income, wealth, knowledge, and power
growing in the world today--and that in favor of the "Christian®
peoples. Why is it that persons and people who proclaim
eucharistic love and sharing deprive the poor people of the world
of food, capital, employment, and even: land? Why do they prefer
cigarettes and liquor to food and drink.for the onerthird of
humanity that goes hungry to bed each night? Why are cars,
cosmetics, pet dogs, horses, and bombs preferred to ‘human children?
Why mass human sterilization in poor countrieg and affluence unto
disease and pollution of nature among the rich?

These are agonizing questions to us because we kitow the worship of

o
Christians is Eucharistic, yet we see such little effect at a global level

{and sometimes, too, at a local level). We are left with .the guestion, To

‘what extent is the Eucharistic liturgy "read"?

x

We agree with MJX. Hellwig that the "simple, central action of the
Eucharist is the sharing of food--not only eating but sharingﬂ35' While the

focus of the Liturgy of the Eucharist as ritual action is the eating -and

i

‘drinking, the praxical responsibility effec&gd by appropriation demands a

sharing of the fruits of that eatlng'hnd drinking. That is, the oneness

‘between self-in-community. and Christ that is the deeper dimension of the

eating and drinking is that which is carried over into daily living in thg

appropriative act as sharing the fruits of being sel&;in-communify-in-

Christ. In effect, the moment of appropriation of Christian liturgy

33Cf P. RICOEUR, Time and Narrative, p. 47.

34T. BALASURIYA, The Bucharist and Human’ Liberation (Maryknoll, NY.
Orbis Books, 1979), xi-xii,

35M.K. HELLWIG, The Pucharist and the Hunger of the World (New
York: Paulist Press Deus Book, 1976), p. 10. :

A
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implicates the politieal, ecoromic, social, and ethical dimensions of human
living. This is what is meant by our statement that "living in" a
liturgical text must give way to "thinking from." The latter is not ‘juat a

cognitive activity, but a way of living Christian praxis that witnesses to

“the unity of the religious and practical spheres of life. Many liturgists

today are becoming more and more ‘sensitive to liturgy's relationship to all

aspects of Christian living, and by so doing are advancing the cause of

breaking down the barrier between liturgical life and social’

367 - |
relationships. We do not live two lives, but one life: the Chris_t}an
§ﬁ .

life. _ \ . ) . .- X

S

]

36I-‘or select examples, see R. AVILA, Worship and Politics

{Maryknglt¥ Orbis Books, 1981); F. CARNEY, ed., "Focus on Liturgy ands
Ethics,% Journal of Religious Ethics 7 (1979), 139-248; B. DE CLERCQ,

"Political Commitment and Liturgical Celebration,™ Concilium 9-4 (1973,
trans. D. Smith), - 110-116; J. GELINEAU, "Celebrating the Paschal
Liberation,"” Concilium 10~2 (1974, trans. V. Green}, 107-119; A. HAMMAN, The
Grace to Act Now: Liturgy and the Apostolate in the ZLight of the Early
Christian Communities (Chicagqo: Franciscan Herald Press, 196§)| D.
HOLLENBACH, "A Prophetic Church and the Cathoiic Sacramental' Imagination® in
The Paith that Deces Justice, J.C. Haughey, ed. (New York: Paulist Press,
1977), pp. 234-263; C,P, JEGEN, "Worship and Missio,"™ Jurist 39 (1979), 88-
1123 €. KIESLING, "Liturgy and Consumerism,” Worship 52 (1978), 353-368; C,
KIESLING, ®"Liturgy and Social Justice," Worsghip 51 (1977), 351-361; E.
McDONAGH, “Liturgy and Christian Living"” in Invitation and Response:
Essays in Christian Moral Theology (Dublin: Gill and HacMillan, 1972), pp.

96-108; J.H. McKENNA, “Liturgy: Toward Liberation or Oppression?® Worship 56
(1982), 291-308; H.-B, MEYER, "The Soclial Significance of the Liturgy,”

Conc¢ilium 10-2 (1974. trans. F. McDonagh), 34-50; J. MOLTMANN, "The

Liberating Feast,” Concilium 10-2 (1974, trans. F. McDonagh), 74-84; P.J,
ROSSI, "Narrative, Worship, and Ethica: Empowering Images for the Shape of
Christian Moral Life,” The Jourrnal of Religious Ethiecs 7 (1979), 239-248;
D.E. SALIERS, "Liturgy and Ethics: Some New Beginnings," The Journal of

Religious Ethics 7 (1979), 173-189; H, SCHMIDT, "Lines of Political Action
in Contemporary Liturgy,® Concilium 10~2 (1974, trans. H. Hoskins); 13-33;
M. SEARRLE (ed.), Liturgy and Social Justice (Collegeville: The Lituxgical

Press, 1980); A. VANNUCCHI, "Liturgy and Liberation," International
Review of Mission 65 (1976), 186-195; W.H, WILLIMON, The Service of God:

How Worship and Ethics are Related (Nashville: Abingdom Press, 1983).

»
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ﬂhat we are saying about the praxical implicatipns of the moment of

-

appropriation runs far deeper than saying that liturgy motivates us to "do

3

i

LT
Iy

good;' The corrective of our analytic to such a facile asaociétion of
Jditurgical life and ethical life lies in the grbwtﬁ ffom ego to-self-in-
community to éeif-in-communjty—in—christ. Liturgy's deeper'penetration into
the Divine Preseri»fn;bles a new/;elf-understanding that igs more closely
éligned the person of Christ;’.Praxis hhicﬁ is tha result of 2thinking
from™ liturgy is the praxis of Christ; gbat'is, the ministry of Christ. Our

analytiec, then, qualifies praxis as Christian praxis, In effect,. the

language of préxis is the language of faith.

D. Liturgy as Language of Faith N

-

What language does liturgy speak? Our method of interpretation
provides a way of speaking to our Christian existence out of our Christian
existence., Faith is not once and for all, but it is a dyﬁamic commitment to

) .

live out of ocur human cultural existence our basic orientation to the

Sacred. While liturgy provides a gtructure for growth in faith, liturgy can.

be a language of faith only to the extent that it enables a refiguration of

-

self that enables our conscious being to be more completely turned toward
Goed. This refiguration happens within the speqific parameteré of the
possibilities offered by the world of the text ana is lived out in ordinary
human existence. ' To speak of liturgy as a 1;nguage of faith is necessarily
to speak ;he language of ordinary living as Goé's languége.

Qur allegation that liturgy functions as a language of faith’is a

modest one making limited claims in terms of our chosen analytic. We admit

that our application brackets certain aspects of a liturgical text which are
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as important as our own aspects (structure of action and communication).
Our concern in applying our method to a select text is not t& come up with a
definitive meaning for the Eucharistic .liturgy, but rather to show how (1)

the relationship between text and its celebration and (2{ the relationship

-'of liturgy and‘lif337 must_necessafl figure into any explication of the

1“/

meaning of the Eucharistic text. Most ‘significantly, our method shows how a
text arises from the duthor's experience (participation) and culminates in

the reader's experience (appropriation). In thisj we say text has something

to do with life, with human cultural existence. More, we say that the

liturgical text's celebration establishes an essential link between sacred

language, its'celebration, and the way -we  live. tay éalling liturgy a
lénguage'of faith ‘we claim that liturgy as language.which refigures us
throﬁgh the appropriation of'its worid speaks of a deepening of our
relationship to the Sacred. Liturgy as language of faith implies that
liturgy is a way to live our consc10us belng's commitment to God, not only
as a cultic occasion but as the primarf dlmension of "Christian llving.

. Our method calls for a sensitivity to liturgical language in two
ways. First, as an objectificati'on of the structures of Christian
existence, we need to respond to an ongoiﬁg concern with the living nature
of language, searching for ever gresher determinations of liturgical
language. We note that a qua}ification is in order when we assert the
esaential relationship between a text and its celebration. tﬁhile a text is
prescriptive, it ia not definitive. It is necessary to constantly monitor.

v

liturgical texts, their devel?pment and promulgation, Historical text

3Tthese were stated as aims for this study in the Introduction,

' P. XV, S
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studies can certainly provide much insight into text genesis, development,

N

and the meaning of many of the compcﬁgﬁts of a rite, But we claim‘that

these studies must then be measured over against and complemented by a

- - .

method - that determines lthi particular text's effect on this particular
community. .

Second, our method calls for a sensitivity to liturgical languagé

in terms of;the relatiqnship of liturgical language and Christiaﬁ living.

"By this we suggest ihat Eugharistic praying:must respect the text's

characteristic objectification of signs-of Chrisgiaﬁ existence, Without

this senaitivity,'Euché}istic braying:risks bgyng an exercise outsidetthe

tradition of celebration, shattering the integripy'of one Bread, onexBody

. ¢ , . .
and thus fragmenting into many a Eucharist thatﬁ;gmqins‘one, once and for

f:}' all. . ! ' i '”?'

) In these pages ge have proposed a method of interpretation of
pag f :

liturgi¢al texts that enables a "reading"™ of liturgy implicating life.
Certain areas could still be fruitfully explored., Wwhile our own study
proposes a complementary liturgical methodology, to date no comprehensive

. account of liturgical methodolegies in current use has been undertaken by

o

recent liturgists.' We are thinking here especially in terps of looking to
presént liturgiéal acholar; to analyze and syg;ematize what they are
éctuall§ doing methedologically.
In our atqg wé have noted our method employs both synchronic and
)

diachronic aspects. terms of synchrony, we believe other analytics could

/‘\Qsthplifd’to our sa select text as well asg Apply our own analytic to
(:B /// other liturgical rites, Ywith both projects adding to liturgical data,
o B/ ' '

{

\ Further, we discussed a liturgical genre which generates liturgical texts,
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but have not examined other texts to see what else ia characteristic of
liturgical gen:e; If this work would be addressed, a helpful tool in the
générating of new liturgical texts would be available.
We believe especially the diachronic aspect could be plumbed
ﬁurther'in terms of the inherent historici£§ o- liturgy. In particular, how
- would the temporal structures of our Christian existence be captured by the
stricture of our celebration?>®
These and other questions are generated by_our atudy. We cannot
hope Fo angwer them hefe. Let ug close by saying ;hat Ricoeur's method bas
given us a framework in which Qe could show that our central question, the

relaﬁionship of liturgy and life, ié addressed in terms of both the

tradition of participation in life that gives rise to .the liturgical text as
well as the ongoing appropriation that continues to shape our Christian

r

tradition. We say one more time: liturgy is a language of faith. As
“ianguage of faith, liturgy embodies a mystery, whiéh means that it can never
be exhausted: it turns the nameable irrevocably toward the Un-nameable, We

realize in this turning toward the Un-nameable an ultimate relationship

between liturgy and life, Life and life.

Vo '
J/ :

‘38WB have made select use of Ricoeur's latest venture, the

relationship between narration and time. We have quoted from the first
{Time and Narrative) of three volumes, .

4
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APPENDIX

SELECT EUCHARISTIC TEXT

INTRODUCTORY RITES CONTACT .
. 6 2
The purpose of these rites is to_help the Addressee
2 - Perlocutionary
assembled people to become a worshiping community-and Context -

2 .
Eo_prepare them for listening to God's word and

celebrating the eucharist.
- 1

. 1 N . “
ENTRANCE SONG Addresser

p )
.After the people have assembled, the priest and the Context

6 .
ministers go to the altar while the entrance song is

1
being sung.

6 5

When the priest comes to the altar, he makes the
5 ) 5
customary reverence with the ministers, kisses the
i . 5 6
alter and (if incense is used) incenses it,  Then,
6

with the ministers, he goes to the chair,
3

3 .
GREETING ' . Contact
6 ' -
after the entrance song, the priest and the faithful

6 8
remain standing and make the siqn of the cross, as the

priest saysa:

SIGLA: 1=ADDRESSER; 2=ADDRESSEE; 3=CONTACT; 4=CODE; S5=MESSAGE; 6=CONTEXT
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6
@ - In the name of the Father, and of the Son, Contaxt
and of the Holy Spirit. -

The people answer:

4
Amen. - - ] Code

& .
Then the priest, facing the people, extends his hands "Contact

3 . .
and greets all present with one of the fellowing

3
greetings:

]
A. The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ and the Contact

love of God and the fellowship of the Holy
6 i '
Spirit be with you all.

The pecople answer:

T ‘ and alsosvith you.

B. Or the priest s%ys: The grace and peace of God Qég

c ‘ Father and the Lord Jesus Christ be with ztg_u.
The people answer:

Blessed bé-God, the Pather of gég Lord Jesus

Christ.

or

3
And also with you. *

3 v
C. Or the priest says: The Lord be with you.

{Instead of the greeting, The Lord be with you, a
bishop says, Peace be with you.)

The people answer:

.3
And also with you.

‘ 1
The priest, deacon, or other suitable minister may

3 v
very briefly introduce the Mass of the day. Contact

v

SIGLA: 1=ADDRESSER; 2=ADDRESSEE; 3=CONTACT; 4=CODE; 5=MESSAGE; 6=CONTEXT
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A, Tpe rite of bléssing and sprinkling holy water Eé!
be celebrated in all churches and chapels at all
Sunday Masses celebrated on Sunday or on Saturday
evening.

or

B. The penitential rite follows,

or

c. If the Mass is preceded by some part of the

liturgy of the hours, the penitential rite is omitted,
i
and the Kyrie may be omitted. (See General

Instruction on the Liturgy of the Hours, nos. 94-96,)

A. RITE OF BLESSING AND SPRINKLING HOLY WATER Addressee
When this rite is celebrated it takes the place of the

penitential rite at the beginning of Mass. The Ryrie

is also omitted.

6 6
After greeting the people the priest remains standing Context

’ 6
at his chair. A vessel containing the water to be

& i 6
blessed is placed before him. Facing the people, he

3 ]
invites them to pray, using these or similar words:

2 6
Dear friends, this water will be used to Contact

1 1 11
remind us of our baptism. Let us ask God to

6 " ,
bless it, and to keep us faithful—to the ~

] 1
Spirit he has given us.

6 & 2
After a brief gilence, he joins his hands and

continues:

SIGLA: 1=ADDRESSER; 2=ADDRESSEE; 3=CONTACT; 4=CODE; 5=MESSAGE; 6=CONTEXT
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2 2 -
& A. God our Father, your gift of water brings Addressee’

6
life and freshness to the egrth: it washes

1 1
away our sins and brings us eternal life. .

1 2 2 - 2
We ask you now to bless + this water, and to Addressee
2 1 2 K 2
give us your protection on this day ‘which you Perlocutionary

e

" 6 2 z
have made your owm. Renew the living sprifg

2 . 1 2 1
of vour life within us and _protect us in
your W, us t_protect us

1 1
spirit and body, that we may be free from sin

2 2
. and come into your presence to receive your

gift of salvation.
1 2 6 "1
We ask this through Christ our Lord.

B. or

2
Lord God Almighty, . creator of all life, of

c 12 2 ]

6
bedy and soul, we ask you to bless + this Addressee
1 6 2 1 Perlocutionary
water: as we use it in faith forgive our sinsg
. 2 1
and save us from all illness and the power of
evil,
- 2 2 2 1.
Lord, in your mercy give us livi water,
always #$pringing up as a fountain £
2 1
salvation: free us, body and soul, from e %
2 1 2
danger, and admit us to your presence in
. purity of heart.,
at tni ugh Christ ot L -
Grant this through Christ our Lord. .
C. Or (during the Easter geason):- ‘ -
B 2 2 2
Lord God almighty, hear the prayers of your
1 1
Cf;! - people: we celebrateour creation and Addressee

SIGLA: 1=ADDI£E}SSER; 2=ADDRESSEE; 3=tONTACT; 4=CODE; 5=MESSAGE; 6=CONTEXT
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o [

. —_ 2 1 2
ic) -redemption. Hear our prayers and bless +

6 .
this water which gives fruitfulness to the

fields, and refreshment and cleansing to man,
2 6 . 2 ‘
You chose water to show your goodness when
6 - 2
you led your people to freedom through the

[ 6
Red Sea and satiasfied their thirst in the

desert with water from the rock.

& . 6
Water was the symbol used by the prophets to

2 2
foretell your new covenant with man. You

6 .
made the water of baptism holy by Christ's

6 2 1
baptism in the Jordan: by it you give us a

. 1 1 6
new birth and renew us in holiness. May this

k| 1 ) 1 1
\\ water remind us of our baptism, and let us
Ny .
i &
\LE share the joy of all who have been baptized
at Baster.
1 2 & 1

We ask thig through Christ our Lord,
1
Where it is customary, salt may be-mixed with the holy

water, The priest blesses the salt, sayihg:

1 2 2 6
Almighty God, we agk you to bless + this salt

2 6
as once you blessed the salt scattered over

- the water by the prophet Elisha. Wherever

6 2
this salt and water are sprinkled, drive away

2 e .
the power of evil, and protect us always by

2
the presence of your Holy Spirit.

2 6 ' 1
Grant this through Christ our Lord.

292

‘Perlocutionary

Context

Addressee
Perlocutionary

Addressee

' Perlocutionary

SIGLA: 1=ADDRESSER; 2=ADDRESSEE; 3=CONTACT; 4=CODE; 5=MESSAGE; 6=CONTEXT
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4
L

h ]

. . 6 -
0 Then he pours the salt into the water in silence.

. 3 6 T
Taking the sprinkler, the priest gprinkles himself and

5 . . .
his ministers, then the rest of the clergy and people.

6 1 '
He may move through the church for the sprinkling of

6
the people., Meanwhile, an antiphon or other -

-1
appropriate song is sung.

6 6 6
When he returns to his place and the song is finished,

the priest faces the people and, with joined hands,

says:

1 1 1 2
May almighty God cleanse us of our sins, and
1 2 1.
through the eucharist we celebrate make us

5 6
worthy to sit at his table in his heavenly

_ kingdom. =
) 4
(‘- The people answer: Amen.

, 1
When it is prescribed, the Gloria is then sung or

said.,

B. PENITENTIAL RITE

6 .
After the introductfion to the day's Mass, the priest
]

3 6
invites the people to recall their sins and to repent

6 1
of them in silence. “He may use these or similar

words., -—
6 1 '
A. As we prepare to celebrate the mystery of

1 1 1 1
Christ'’s love, let us acknowledqe our

1
failures and ask the Lorxd for pardon and

strength,

C

Addresser
Illocutionary

Code

Addresser

CdEEact

Addresser
Illocutionary

SIGLA: 1=ADDRESSER; 2=ADDRESSEE; 3=CONTACT; 4=CODE; 5=MESSAGE; 6=CONTEXT
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Sy 6 . .
Bl Coming together as God's family, with

1 1 1
cqﬂfidence let us ask the Father's

5 )
forgivenesas, for he is full of gentleness and

compassion.

- =Ca -My brotherszand sisters, [Footnoﬁe: at
the discretion of the priest, other words
which seem more suitable under the
circumstances, such as friends, dearly
beloved, brethren, may be used. This also
applied to parallel instances in the liturgy]

. -

to prepare ourselves to celebrate the sacred

) - = )

' 1 1 1 .
mysteries, let us call to mind our sins.

6
A pause for silent reflection follows.

6
After the silence, one of the following three forms is

chosen:
. 1 i
A. All say: I confess to almighty God, and to

. 2 1 6
you, my brothers and sisters, that I have

Py

.gigggg through éx own fault

'gJ strike ED%EE breast: -
in 1 thoughts and in E& words, ;n\whéé
havesdonej7and_in what i have %ailed to;
and i gé& blessed Mary, ever virgin, all the
angels and saints, and you, my braihers aﬁa

2 2 1 1
sisters, to pray for me to the Lord our Geod.

294

Addresser
Illocutionary

Addressee

Addresser
Illocutionary

Context

Addresser
Illocutionary
Addressee

Addressee

SIGLA: 1=ADDRESSER; 2=ADDRESSEE; 3=CONTACT; 4=CODE; S=MESSAGE; 6=CONTEXT
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The priest says the absolution:

]

1 1 1 1 1
May aimighty God have mercy on us, forgive us Addresser
1 ‘ 1 1 : Illocutionary
our sins, and hring us to everlasting life." .
- 4
The people answer:
4
" Aen. Code
B. The priest says:
z t 6 rd
Lord, we have sinned against you: Addressee
—= Perlocutionary
- The people answer:
2 1
Lord, have mercy. N\
s T -
Priest: ' s
’ /
2 2 1 2 d
Lord, show us your mercy and love.
People: -
bl 1 2
( And grant us your salvation.
The priest says the absolution: M
1 1 RN
—‘\hg May almiqghty God have mercy on us, forgive us Addresser
1 s 1 o Illocuticnary
~ _ our sins, and bring us to everlasting life.
The people answer:
4
Amen, # Code
L. The priest (or other suitable minister} makes the
- following or other invocations:
Priest: ’
] ] 6 2
You waere gent to heal the contrite: Lord, Addressee
1 . Perlocutionary

I have mercy.
The people answer:

. Lord, have garcy.

SIGLA:

1=ADCRESSER; i"ADDRESSEE: 3=CONTACT; 4=CODE; S5=MESSAGE; 6=CONTEXT



A

e

d

Appendix

Priestf

2 6 . 1
You came to call sinners: Christ, have mercy.

People: " -

2 1
Chrisgt, have mercy.

Priest:

2 1
You plead for us at .the right hand of the

2 1
Pather: Lord, have mercy.

People:

2 1
Lord, have mercy.

The priest says the absolution:
1 : 1 1 1 1
Mzy almighty God have mercy on usg, forgive us
- 1 : 1 1
- Q singr/and bring us to everlasting life.

. The people answer:

i

[Seven more choices for Option € with parallel

-

structure to the one given here in the text follow;

they are omitted for the sake of brevity.]

KYRIE
2 T2 1
The invocations, Lord, have mercy, follow, unless they

have already been used in one of the forms of the act

of penance. /\\;
.2 1 2 1 a
V. Lord, have mercy. " R. Lord, have mercy.

2 1 2 1

V. Christ, have mercy. R, Christ, have mercy.
2 1 ' 2 1

V. Lord, have mercy. . R. Lord, have mercy.

OR:

Y

296

Addresser
Illocutionary

Code

Addressee

.

Addressee
Illocutionary .

L3

SIGLA: 1=ADDRESSER; 2=ADDRESSEE; 3=CONTACT; 4=CODE; 5=MESSAGE; 6=CONTEXT
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S
2 1 (~ . 2 1 '
V. Kyrie, eleison. . R. Kyrie, eleison.
2 1 Z 1
V. Christe, eleison. R, Christe, eleison.

.

1

2 v 2
V. Kyrie, elaison. R. Kyrie, eleison.

GLORIA

6 ' 1 )
This hymn is said or sung on Sundays outside Advent
and Lent, on solemnities and feasts, and in solemn

local celebrations,

1 ' 3 6
Glory to God in the highest, and peace to his
people on earth.

2
Lord God, heavenly King, almighty God and
2 1 i 2 1 1 2 1
Father, we worghip you, we give you thanks,
1 1 2 2
we praige you for your glory.
2
Lord Jesus Christ, only Scon of the Father,

2 2
Lord God, Lamb of God, you take away the sins
) A 1 2
of the world: have mercy on us; you

6
are seated at the right hand of the FPather:

2 1 ‘-
receive our prayer.

2 1 2 )
For you alone are the Holy One, you alone

1 2 : 1
are the Lord, you alone are the Most High,

2 6
Jesus Christ, with the Boly Spirit, in the

& 4 :
glory of God the FPather. Amen.

e,

OPENING PRAYER
& z . 1
Afterwards the priest, with hands joined, sings or

Addresser

Addresser
Illocutionary

Addresser

Addressee
Perlocuticnary

Addresser

Addreqser

-

SIGLA: 1=ADDRESSER; 2=ADDRESSEE; 3=CONTACT; 4=CODE; S=MESSAGE; G?CQNTEXT
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says:

3
Let us pray.

. . 6 :
Priest and people pray silently for. a while.

, - 1. L1
Then the priest extends his hands and sings or says

the opening prayer,.&t the end of which the people

respond:

!

4
Amen,

LITURGY OF THE WORD

5
FIRST READING

&
The reader goes to the lectern for the first reading.

; . X L 6 . .
All it and listen. To indicate the end, the reader

& 3
adds: This is the Word of the Lord. All respond:

- . 3
Thanks be to God.

a
RESPONSORIAL PSALM
o
The cantor sings or recites the psalm, and the people

respond.

9
SECOND READING

o8 L6 6
When there is a second reading, it is read at the

6 . 6
lectern as before, To indicate the end, the reader

6 3
adds: This is the Word of the Lord. All respond:

3
Thanks be to God,.
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4
ALLELUYA OR GOSPEL ACCLAMATION
. o0 6 1
The alleluia or other chant follows. It may be

1
omitted 4f-not sung.

’

5
GOSPEL

) 5
Meanwhile, if incense is used, the priest puts gome in

6’ 1
the censer. Then the deacon who is to proclaim the

5 6 - 1 6
gospel bows to the priest and in a low voice agks his

blessing:

2 2 1 2 .
Father, give me your blessing.

- : 6
The priest says in a low voice:

2 2
The Lord be in your heart and on your lips

2 1 1 &
that you may worthily proclaim his gospel.

[
In the name of the Father, and of the Son, +

and of the Hély Spirit.

4
The deacon answers: Amen.-

. 5
If there is no deacon, the priest bows before the

6 "o
altar and says quietly:

2 1 1 i
Almighty God, cleanse my heart and my lips

101 1 2
that T may worthily proclaim your gospel.

6 6
Then the deacon (or the priest} goes to the lectern.
6 1 5 )
He may be accompanied by ministers with incense and

5 6 1 ,
candles. He sings or says:

3
The Lord be with you.

The people answer:

3
And also with yoa,

-
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;
The deacon (or priest) sings or says:

. 3 . '
A reading from the holy gospel according to N.

6 &
He makes the sign of the cross on the book, and tﬁ%n

&
on his forehead, lips and breast. The people respond:

1 2
Glory to you, Lord.

6 : 5
Theﬁf if incense is used,the deacon (or priest)

% 1
in@enses the book, and proclaims the gospel.

At the end of the gospel, the deacon (or priest) adds:

3
This is the gospel of the Lord.

All respond:

1 2 ..
Praise to you, Lord Jesus Christ.

6 5 &
Then he kisses the book, saying guietly:

1 5 . 1 1
‘May the words Qf the gospel wipe away our

sins.

[,

5
HOMITLY

v

i

5 o 2 '
A homily shall be given h@ all Sundays and ly days
et

o(jobligation; it is recommended for other days.

"4
PROFESSION OF FAITH

6 . 4 .
After the homily, the profession of faith is said on

6 i 1
Sundays and solemnities; it may also be said in solemn

local celebrations.

3 4 -6 -
We believe in one God, the Father, the

Almighty, maker of heaven and earth, of all

. that is seen and unseen.

1 4. 6
We believe ig one Lord, Jesus Christ, the

A

'\

\.
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only Son of God, eternally begotten of the

Father, God from God, Light from Light, trueé

. God from true God, begotten, not made, one in

ﬁaing with the Father.

msgi_g 2ll things weresmade: For 9_1}_ men
and fbr'gég salvation ﬁ; cameéhown from
heaven:

3
All bow during thege two lines:

- & 6
by the er of the Holy Spirit he was born

. [
of the Virgin Mary, and became man.

1 6 &
For our sake he was crucified under Pontius

6 . 6
Pilates he suffered, died, and was buried.

6 6

Oo the third day bhe rose again, ?n
6 8

fulfillment of the Scriptures; he ascended
6 — .

into heaven and is seated at the right h..gmd

6 A

of the Father., He will come again in gloxy

6

to judge the living and the dead, and his

kingdom will have no end.

E; hel;eve i; the Holy Spirit, the Lord, the
giver of life, who proceeds from the Father
and the . Son, With the Pather and the Son ﬁ;
is worshiped and glorified. é; hasg gggken

1 4 6
through the Prophets. We believe in one holy
i

catholic and apoatolic Church, He

1
" acknowledqe one baptism for the forgiveness

1
of sins, We look for the resurrection of the
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dead, and the life of the world to come.

4
Amen,

GENERAL INTERCESSIQNS

Then égllow the éeneral intercession§ (prayer of the
faithful). The priest presides at thé pbrayer, With a
brief introduction, ﬁg invgtes the people to pray;
after the intentions ig says the concluding praver.

It is desirable that the inténtions be angounced by

the deacon, cantor, or other perscn.

LITURGY OF THE EUCHARIST

PREPARATION OF THE ALTAR AND THE GIFTS

6 : 1
After the liturgy of the word, the offertory song is

& 3
begun, Meanwhile the ministers place the coro&ral,

3
the purificator, the chalice, and the missal on the

3
altar.

Sufficient hosts (and wine) for the communion of the

3
faithful are to be prepared. It is most important

: 3
that the faithful should receive the body of the Lord

3
in hosts consecrated at the same Mass and should share

the cup when it is permitted. Communion is thus a

clearer sign of sharing in the sacrifice which is

actually taking place.

i

3
It is desirable that the participation of the faithful

3 CoL
be expressed-by members of the congregation bringing
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up the bread and wine for the celebration of the
eucharist or other gifts for the needs of the Church

and the poor.

. ] 6 .
The priest, standing at the altar, takes the paten

' 6 .
with the bread and, holding it slightly raised above

[
the altar, gays guietly:

1 2
Blegsed are you, Lord, God of all creation.

2 1 6
Through your goodness we have thig bread to

&
offer, which earth has given and human handg

& 6 1
have made. It will become for ug the bread

of life.

& .
Then he places the paten with the bread on the

corporal.

1 1
If no offertory song ig sung, the priest may say the

§ . 6
preceding words in an audible voice; then the people

1
may respond:

1
Blesgsed be God for ever.

The deacon (or priest) pours wine ‘and a little water
6 _—
into the chalice, saying quietly:
' 6
By the mystery of this water and wine mgz ig

1
come to share in the divinity of Christ, who

6 & 1
humbled himgelf to share in our humanity.

6

6
Then the Priest takes the chalice and, holding it

6 &
slightly raised above the altar, says gquietly:

1 2
Blessed are you, Lord, God of all creation.

1 6
Through your goodness we have this wine to
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offer, fruit of the vine and work of human
& 1
hands. It will become our spiritual drink.

&
Then he placeg the chalice on the corporal.

‘ 1 1
If no offertory song is sung, the priest may say the

6 6
preceding words in an audible voicer then the people

1
may respond:

1
Blessed be God for ever.

5 . 6
The priest bows and says quietly:

2 1 2 2 ‘ 1
Lord God, we ask you to receive us and

2 1 - 2
be pleased with the sacrifice we offer you

‘ with humble and contrite hearts,
6 1 6 5 ‘

'Eg may now incense the offerings and the altar,

6 3
Afterwards the deacon or a minister incenses the
priest and people.

& .
Next the priest stands at the side of the altar and
6 "6
washes his hands, saying guiestly: .
2 2 1 2 1
Lord, wash away my iniquity; cleange me from

1
my sin,

6 3
Standing at the center of the altar, facing the

3 6 3 & 2 6 :
people, he extends and then joins his hands, saying:

2- i ' o1
Pray, brethren, that our sacrifice may be

1
acceptable to God, the almighty Pather.

The people respond:

1 1 2
May the Lord accept the sacrifice at yonr
. 6
hands for the praigse and glory of his name,
1 ' 6
for our good, and the good of all g8 Church.
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PRAYER OVER THE GIFTS . '

with hands %xtended, the priest siﬁgs or says the

prayer over the gifts, at the end of which the people

i

4
respond: Amen,

p———

EUCHARISTYE- PRAYER
The priest begins the eucharistic prayer. With

6 .1
hands ex{ended he sings or says:

3
The Lord be with you.

The peopie answer:

3
And also with you.

6
He lifts up his hands and continues:

6 2
Lift up your hearts,

- The people:

.

&
We &ift them up to éhe Lord.

: 3 &
With hands extended he continues:

1
Let us give thanks to the Lord our God.
r

The people:

.

1 !
It is right to give him thanks and praise.

1
The priest continues the preface with hands extended,
6 1 1 1 1 '

2 1
Father, it is our duty and our salvation,

1 2 1
always and everywhere to give you thanks

2
through your beloved Son, Jesus Christ.

6 1 6 2 6
He is the Word through whom you made the

' 2 6 1
universe, the Savior you sgent to redeem us.

6 & &
By the power of the Holy Spirit he took flesh .
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and uasfiorn of the Virgin Mary.
1 6 . & hg
Por. our sake he opened his arms on the cross;

6
he put an end to death and revgaled the

resurrection. In this ﬁé fulfilled zo%r will
) ‘ :
and won for xég a holy people.
1 i
- And so we join thegyangels and the saint® in

1 2 1
proclaiming your glory as we say:

I3

ACCLAHATION

Al L]

6
At the end of the preface, he joins his hands ang,

5 6 . 1
together with the people, concludes it by singing or

.6
saying gloud:

‘ 1 2
Holy, holy, holy, Lord, God of power and

2 6 2
might, heéaven and earth are full of your

glory.

]
Hosanna in the highest.

1 6 ' . 6
Blessed 1is he who comes in the pame of the

-

Lord.

i
Hosanna in the highest.

- 1
In all Masses the priest may say the eucharlstlc
6 1

306
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6 2 6
He joins his hands and holdifg them stretched over the

]
ofz;rings says:

Caelebrant with concelebrants

Lat 1295 Spirit come upd* thase gifta to make

them holy, so that they/;ay become’ for us ;

6
He joins his hands and,  making the 51qn of the cross
once.over both bread and chalice, says:
. 1 .
the body + and blood of our Lord,  Jesus

Christ,

6 -2
He joins his hands. N

The words of the Lord in the following{formulas

2
should be spoken clearly and distinctly, as their

meaning demands.

1

6 6 6
Before he was given up to death, a death he

6
freely accepted,

6 L 6
He' takes the bread and, raising it a little above the.

6
altar, continues:

6 6 & 2 6 6
he took bread and gave you thanks. He hroke
6 6 6 .
the bread, gave it to his disciples, and
&

said: e
5
He bows slightly.

-2 6 2 6 6 6 1
Take this, all of ggg, and eat it: this is my

‘body vhich will be given up for xgg

[ 3 6
He shows the consecrated hosgt to the people, places it
5 6
on the paten. and genuflects in adoration. Then he
6 ‘a
continues:
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6 6 6 6
When supper was ended, he took the cup.

He takes the chalice and, raising it a little above

6
the altar, continues:
6 6 2 6 "
Again he gaye you thanks and praise, gave the
[ [
cup to hi disci%}es. and said:

6 5 .
He bows_slightly,

2 6 ' 2 2 6
Take this, all of you, and drink from it:

6 1 1
this is the cup of my blopd, the blood of the

6
new and everlasting cgvenant. It will be

1

2
shed for x!g and for all men so that sins
N ALY
may be forgiven.” Do this in memory of me.

- 6 3 6
He shows the chalice to the é;op}e, places it on the

5
corporal-and genuflects in adoration.

Celebrant alone

§é 6 1
Then he sings or says:

3
Let us proclaim the mystery of faith:

A. People with celebrant and congglebrants
6 . -
¢Christ has died, Chriast is risen, Christ will

come againe. .
1 2

N 2
B. Dying youa destioyed.our death, rising you
6 1 2 2
regtored our life, L.ord Jesus, come in
glory.
6 1 6 & 1
C. When we eat this bread and drink this cup, we

1 2 2 2
proclaim your death, Lord Jesus, until you
\

come in glory.:

i/
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1 6 -
Lord, by zé%r cross and resurrection z%u

 J
6 1
have. set ug free. You are the 'savior of the

_ world.

6 - 1 ‘ )
Thon, with hands extended\\fhe priest says:

Celebrant.wich concelebrants
-

6
In memory of hfs death and resurrection, !é

offer you,‘?ather, tﬁ%s life—-giving bread,

6 1 2 " 2
this saving cu Je tnank you for your
‘q e'p' 1'— ] =

. 2 .
counting us worthy to stand in your presence

) -

]
and serve you. May all of us who share in
the l:o:;; and blood of Christ

. . C g
be brought together in unity by the Holy

Celebrant or one concelebrant

2 r 2 :
Lord, remember yoar Church throughout the

i 1 . .
world; make us grow in love, together with N.

1 i
our Pope, N. our bishop, and all the clergy.

In Haéses for the dead.the following
1
may be added:

2 2 6 &
Remember N,, whom you have called from this

€ 6
life, In baptism he (she) died with Christ:
1

1 6 1 6
may he (she) also share his resurrection.

Celebrapt or one concelebrant

3 1
Remember our brothers and sisters who
[ 6

have gone to their rest in the hope of rising

—- 2 6
again; bring them and all the departed into

L
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2 1
the light of your presence. Have mercy on us

Appendix
1

2 1
all; make us worthy to share eternal life
with Mary, the virgin Mother of God, with the

apostles, and with all the saints who

6 2 . L] ’ 1
have done your will throughout the ages. May

1 1 2 & 1
we praisge you in vnion with them, and give
5 )

6 2 -
through your Son, Jesus Christ,

Celebrant alone or with concelebrants

you glory
6
He jeoins his hands.
6

He takes the chalice and the paten with the host and,

1

6
lifting them up, sings or says:

' &
Through him, with him, in him, in the unity

) 6
of the Holy Spirit, all glory and honor is

2 2 .
yours, almighty Father, for ever and ever.

The people respond: -

4
Amen,

COMMUNION RITE

LORD'S PRAYER

-

6 : .
The priest sets down the chalice and paten and

2 1 ‘ '
with hands joined sings or says one of the following:

A-
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Jesus tadght us to call God odr Pather, and

1
so we have the courage to say:

1.1 1 1 . 1 .
Let us ask our Father to forgive our sins and

1 6 ;
‘to bring us to forgive those who sin against
1

us.

1 1 1 ’
Let us pray for the coming of the kingdom as

6 i
Jesus taught us.

. 1 8
He extends his hands and he continues, with the

people:

2 ' 1 1
Our Pather, who art in heaven, hallowed be

2 2 1
thy name; thy kingdom come; tﬁx will be1done

. . 2 1
on earth as it is in heaven. Give us tﬂis

! . 2 1
day our daily bread; and forgive us o&r
1 ’ 6
trespasses as we forgive those who trespass
1

2 1
.against us; and lead us not_inﬂg temptation,

. 2 1
—.-- but deliver us from evil,

1

With hands extended, the priest continues alone:

6

2 1 z 2
Deliver us, Lord, from every evil, and grant

1 1 2 : 2 1
us peace in our day. In your mercy keep us

) 2
free from gin’ protect gé from all anxiety
1
ag we wait in joyful hope for the coming of
1
our Savior, Jesus Christ.

2

He joins his hands.

. ) s
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DOXOLOGY
4
The. people end the prayer with the acclamation:

4
For the kingdom, the power and the glory are

4
yours, now and for ever.

SIGN OF PEACE

1 6
Then the priest, with hands extended, says aloud:
2 2 6 2
Lord Jesus Christ you said to your apostles:
2 1 1 2 2"

1
I leave you peace, my peace I give you. Look

1 2
not on our sinsg but on the faith of your

2 1
Church, and grant us the peace and unity of

”
your kingdom
é 2
He joins his hands.
6 2

where you live for ever and ever.

The people answer:

4
Amen,

3 . .
The priest, extending and joining ﬁls hands, adds:

3 .
The peace of the Lord be with you always.

The people answer:

—_—

3
And also with you.

5 1
Then the deacon (or the priest) may add:

1 1 1
Let us offer each other the aign of peace.

All make an éppropriate gign of peace, according to

local;zjftom.
The priest gives the sign of peace to the deacon or

minister.
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BREAKING OP THE BREAD R \

Thgn the following is sdng or said:

e

.2 2 - .
Lamb of God, you take away the sins of the

1 1
world: have mercy on us.

2 2
Lamb of God, you take away the sins of the

1
world: have mercy on EE-

2 2
Lamb of God, you take away the sins of the

2 1
world: grant us peace.

6 1
This may be repeated until the breaking of the bread

iz finished, but the last phrase is always Grant us
peace. .

6 6
Meanwhile, he takes the host and breaks it over the
&

paten. He places a small piece in the chalice, saging

[
quietly:

1 6
May this mingling of the body and blood ‘of
1 ) : 1
our Lord Jesus Christ bringq. eternal life to
‘r‘ ]
us who receive it.

PRIVATE PREPARATION OF THE PRIEST

6 ‘ 2 6
Then the priest joins his hands and says quietly:

. ) _
Lord, Jesus Christ, Son of the living God, by

¥

the will of the Father and the work of the

Holy Spirit zégg death bgogght life to the
world. By xgég holy body and blood gggg ég
from all éz sing, and from every evil, _Egég
éé faithful to 19§£ teaching, and never léE
ég be parted from xég.
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Or: ) :

2
Lord, Jesus Christ, with faith in zo%r love

T -2
» and mercy I eat your body and drink zo%r

. 6 1 1
blood. Let it not bring me condemnation, but

health in mind and body.

COMMUNION o

N 5 6 6
The priest genuflects. Taking the host, he raises it

6 3
slightly over the paten and, facing the people,

6
says aloud:
: 4
This jis the Lamb of God who takes away the

. -1 5
-8ins of the world, Happy are thogse who are

8
called to his supper.
g 4
He adds, once only, with the people:

2 1 6 : 2
Loxd, I am not worthy to receive you, but

2 5 1 5
only say the word and I shall be healed.

6 6
Facing the altar, the priest says guietly:

1 - 1 1
May the body of Christ bring me to

ey )
everlasting life,

6 5 _ 6 6

He reverently consumes the body of Christ. Then he

5
takes the chalice and says quietly:

1 1 1
May the blood of Christ bring me to

everlasting life.

6 5
-He reverently drinks the blood of Christ.
] 6 6
After this he takes the paten or other vessel and
6 6

goes to_the communicants. He takes a host for each
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6 3 6
one, raises it a little, and shows it, saying:

3
/\\ The body of Christ,

TgE communicant answers:

4
Amen.

and receives communion.

Ehgﬁ a deacon gives communion, ﬁg does the same,

The sign of communion is more complete when given
under both kinds, since the sign of the euchdristic
meal_appears more clearly. The intention of Christ
that the new and eternal covenant be ratified in hﬁg
blo;a is better expressed, as is the relation of the
euéharistic banquet to the heavenly banquet.

If any are receiving in both kinds, the rite described
elsewhere is followed. %hen E; presents the chalice,
the priest or deacon says:

3
The blood of Christ.

The cormmunicant answers:

4
Amen.

and drinks ii.

T
- : 1.
The deacon and '‘other ministers may receive from the

1.
chalice at a Mass with singing.

1
COMMUNION SONG

6
While the priest receives the body of Christ, the

1
communion gong is begqun,

The vessels are cleansed by the priest or deacon
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s. .
g:b after the communion or after Mass, if possible at the
side table.
6 6 6
Meanwhile he says quietly:
2 11 1 6 .
Lord, may I receive these gifts in purity of - Addresser .
1 s 1 1 . Illocutionary

heart. May they bring me healing and

.strength, now and for ever,

1
PERIOD QF SILENCE OR SONG OF PRAISE Addresser

g 6 1 6
1 3 Then the priest may return to the chair, A

6 i 1
period of silence may now be observed, or a

1
psalm or song of praise may be sung.

PRAYER AFTER COMMUNION Addresser

6 6
Then, standing at the chair or at - the altar, the

L
priest sings or says:
3
Let us pray. _ Contact
Priest and people pray in siience for a while, unless

&
a period of silence has already been observed. Then

T 1 ‘
the priest extends his hands and sings or sTys the /
prayer after communion, at the end of which the people
respond:

4 ] .
Amen. Amen

CONCLUDING RITE CODE /

3 1
If there are any brief announcements, they are made at }

6
this time.,
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GREETING
The rite of dismissal takes place.

3 3
Facing the people, the priest extends his hands and

1
gings or says:
3 .
Tha Lord be with vou. \

The people answer:

3
And also with you,

BLESSING
A. Simple form
6
The prieat blesses the people with these words:

1 1 2
May almighty God bless you, the Father, and

r

. the Som, + and the Holy Spirit.

The people answer:

4
Amen.,

.. O certain days or occasions another more solemn form

7 1
of blessing or prayer over the people may be uged as

the rubrics direct.

' Be Solemn blessing

Texté:pf all the solemn blessings are given on pages

569-579 [of the Sacramentarv].

Deacon: é_ é heads and Egz__ax for God's blessing.
The priest always concludes the solemn blessing by
adding:

!éz almighty God E;égg xég, the Pather, and

tha Som, + and the Boly Spirit,

.

317

Contact

Contacf e

Contact

Addressee

Addresser
Illocutionary
Addressee

Code

Addressee
Illocutionary

Illocutionary

8IGLA: 1=ADDRESSER; 2=ADDRESSEE; 3=CONTACT; 4=CODE; 5=MESSAGE; 6=CONTEXT



. : Appendix

@ The people answer:
A

C. Prayer over the people

Texts of all prayers over the people are given on

pages 581-585 [of the Sacramentagy].

6 -
After the praver over the people, the priest always

adds:
And !éz the blessing of almighty God, the
Father, and the Son, + and the Holy Spiriﬁ,
: Eg;g upon xég and remain with xég for ever.

The people answer:

4
Amen .

DISMISSAL
The dismissal sends each member of the congregation to

_— 4
. do gqood works, praising and blessing the Lord,

: 2 1
. The deacon (or the priest), with hands joined, sings

or says:

A, gé in the peace of Christ.
Ha. The Masa is ended, gégih peace,
Ce g; in peace to love and serve the Lord.
' The people answer:
| 'ﬂ:qksb:atbc;od. :
':}The priest kigses the altar as ;g the beginning, Thgn
-] 5

he makes the customary reverence with the ministers

and leaves.
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G If any liturgical service follows immediately, the
rite of dismisgsal is omittad.
{
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LYITURGY AS LANGUAGE OF FAITH
A LITURGICAL METHODOLOGY IN THE MODE OF

PAUL RICOFUR'S TEXTUAL HKRMENEUTICS

by

Joyce Ann Zimmerman, C.PP.S.

ABSTRACT

In the past century and a half liturgical studies have'advanc;d from
a discipling largély'concerneq with rubrics to a distinct categ;ry of
systématic'theology concerned with the meaning and purpose of worship. ‘A
goal of this new emphasis is to help the worshipping community's
participation in liturgy beéome a vital, central factor in their Christian
lives.‘ This present study falls.within the mainstream of contemporary

liturgical theo;ogy and builds on it, seeking a‘methodology that addresses
the issue of liturgy and life, , -

If liturgy is to be the center of Christian life, then it must speak
to and of the lives of the worshipping community about God's dynamic
presence to them. This study addresses the question of the relationship of
liturgy and life by proposing an approach to liturgical studies through a
methédology directed to the language of iiturgical texts. In this study,
language i; a symbolic form whereby one communicates experience and meaning;
the implication is that language is a derived form and the medium for

communication of prior experience. Specifically to the task at hand,

liturgical language is the means for communicating that faith experiences
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which reiaﬁes individ;al and.community to the Sacred; in short, liturgy is a
language of faiﬁh.]

The purpose of this sfuay is to search out a new methodology
aépropriate for the study of liturgical texts. By "text" here is heant that
fixation of the worshipping community's liturgical action which is-
préscriptive for their action. The relationship between fixed Eext and its
enactment is not accidental (with the text being a mere guideline fof’the
1iturgical celebration) but rather it is essential. Text is normative of a
tradition of Christian celebraﬁions and its intérpretation can uncover valid
implications for the meaning of litgrqy. These remarks about liturgical
text’are founded in French philosopher Paul Ricoeur's theory of textual
hermeneutics. Further, ﬁis method of textual hermeneutics suggests a
practical means whereby the meaning of a liturgical text can be interpreted.,

A . ,

This proposed liturgical methodolégy is tested by its application to a .._
e . \

selaect Eucharistic text as an initial iﬁdicgzion of the method's
fruitfulness. - Two specific objectives are operative in this purpose: (1)

To show an essential relationship between liturgical text and liturgical

‘telebration; and (2) To make apparent the relationship of liturgy and life.

Chapter ©ne Situates the methodological question by showing that
"language” and "text" are not new proﬁlematics for liturgical theology.
Chapter One exploras the shifts in attentiveness to language and text with
respéct to liturgy and their consequences for the study of liturgy, og;ningf-—*
up the space for the methodoleogical contribution of the present study. (:;

Chapters Two and Three lay out, regspectively, Ricoeut's
hermeneutical theory and-methodology. Addressing the question of _the

recovery of meaning; Chapter Two shows why text is the privileged locus for

2 | |
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hermeneutics. ?gxt provides a "disfance" from our "participation” in human
/

cultural existénce through experience and our "appropfiation” of the meaning
6f that existence‘as'mediateg by a text. These threa moments
(éérticipation, @istahciation, and appropriation) are the backbone of
Ricoeur's method of textual hermeneutics, considered in Chapter Three. Both
chaptérs close -with broad, indications of how Riéo;ur's approach is
applicable to liturgical studie;.

Chapter Four outlines é theoreﬁical analytic that shows how
Ricoéu:‘s method of textual hermeneutics functions as .a framawork in the
analysis of a text, The analytical approach seiected for thig study is a
conflation of Ricceur's semaﬁtics of action and linguist Roman Jakobson's -
communication theory. The analytic is sensitive to two key aspects of
liturgy: its structure of action and communicatian..

l Chapter Five is a practical analytic which applies the theoretical
analytic of Chépter Four to a select lifurgical text., The selectfliturgica¥
text for this study is the Fucharistic text with Eucharistic Prayer II..

Chapter Six broadens the analytic of Chapter Five QS—Eh'
interpretafion of the text that goes beyond the linguistic code to show the
"extra-textual” implications of text. Herein lies the most significant
consequence of applying Ricoeur's method of textual hermeneutics to
liturgical texts: through an analytic of a liturgical text one is aware of

potential ways the text may be received by a liturgical assembly. In this

way is shown the link between liturgical text and actual historical

existence,.
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This me;pod of interpratation of liturgical texts provides a way of
speaking to Christién existence cut of Christian existence. ' Faith is not
once and to;A}ll, bﬁt it is a dynamic commitment to live ocut of human
cultural existence a basic orientation tq the Sacred. This study shows that

4

while liturgy provides a structure for growth in faith, liturgy can be a
“~y

lanquage faith only to the extent that it enables a refiguration of self

thaL enables one's conscious being to be more.completely turned toward God.

To speak of liturgy as a language of f%ith is necessarily to speak the

1anguage'of‘d£dinary living as Goa's language.

v/ The study includes a Bibliography of cited works. An Appendix

provides the reader with an annotated copy of the select Eucharistic text.
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