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backward in time).” “Smoke habitually” as a command means “smoke habitually (look-
ing forward in time).”50

For the sake of rigor, Searle wants an exact separation of the two components, as can 
be seen from the fact that he introduces a rigorous symbolic notation:

The general form of (very many kinds of) illocutionary acts is
	 F(p)
where the variable “F” takes illocutionary force indicating devices as values and “p” takes 
expressions for propositions.51

The point is that “F” is notationally separated perfectly from “p.” Rigor is achieved by 
ignoring the subtleties in natural language that involve entanglement of the two.

The Ordinary Reader
And here, does the “ordinary” reader or listener often have the advantage? Perhaps many 
ordinary readers have tacitly known all along about speech acts. That is, they know the 
difference between questions, requests, commands, songs, sermons, parables, and reports.52 
Of course, these categories are “insider” categories that may then differ from one language 
to another. But human nature has sufficient unity so that the ordinary reader still appreci-
ates to a considerable extent how different kinds of utterances differ in their purposes. And 
then he probably does better than the theoretical analyst, because he responds as a whole 
person, who appreciates multidimensional purposes, rather than as an analyst, who stands 
one step removed from full interaction with the textual communication.

The analyst, by stepping back, achieves a kind of human analogue to transcendence. 
But he remains finite, a flesh and blood human being. His own analytical activity is part 

50. Searle may escape using the route of idealization already mentioned: he is not actually 
talking about any actual language, including English, but about idealized propositions that are 
exact in meaning. But now we are traveling into the area of artificial language that may have no 
implications for any actual language.

Another kind of idealization takes place when we move from live performative expressions 
like “I promise . . .” to the theoretical idea of illocutionary force. If we wish, we may make explicit 
what kind of speech act we are performing, by adding a “performative” expression such as “I as-
sert,” “I promise,” or “I ask.” But in these cases, the performative expression is itself qualified by 
a larger context, so that it is not perfectly “pure” and isolatable. “I ask you, ‘Are you going?’” does 
not usually mean exactly the same thing as “Are you going?” It may connote by its explicitness 
that the speaker is being more formal or official. He already knows the answer, or he is trying to 
force an answer from a reluctant addressee, or he indicates that in some other way the relation 
between speaker and addressee is peculiar. His main commitment is still to ask a question, but 
the way that he asks has additional emotive, conative, and phatic implications (see Jakobson, 
“Closing Statement,” 353–358).

51. Searle, Speech Acts, 31.
52. J. L. Austin, introducing his lectures on speech acts, modestly comments, “What I shall 

have to say here is neither difficult nor contentious; the only merit I should like to claim for it is 
that of being true, at least in parts” (Austin, How to Do Things with Words, 1).
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of a larger situation, which is in turn subject to analysis that uncovers purposes and as-
sumptions and sins of which he is not yet aware.53

Philosophical Purposes in Speech-act Theory
We may also consider the more long-range purposes of speech-act theory. One of its 
short-range purposes, as we said, is to focus on and make clear the context of utterances 
in human action. At that point its purposes overlap with those of linguists, especially 
sociolinguists and linguists who focus on “pragmatics,” that is, the use of language in 
the context of human action.54 Are there then any notable differences that differentiate 
speech-act theory from the work of linguists?

Nowadays there are many interdisciplinary crossovers. So we would be oversimplify-
ing to say that speech-act theory belongs to the tradition of philosophical investigation 
of language. But there is still something to be learned here. Ludwig Wittgenstein did not 
use the terminology of “speech acts,” but in his later period his examination of “language 
games” shows attention to language use in a context of human action, and in the broader 
context of “forms of life.” “Forms of life” are next door to what we have discussed concern-
ing the diversity of human cultures. Wittgenstein, then, begins reflection on speech acts 
without using the terminology. And what is his purpose? There may be many purposes, 
but one is to dissolve philosophical conundrums by examining the ways language is used 
in ordinary life and in philosophy.55

And so we come again to the problem of transcendence. Philosophy sometimes asks 
deep and searching questions about wisdom. It asks the big questions about reality, knowl-
edge, and the human condition. One way that we might approach such questions is through 
reflection that focuses on metaphysics; that is, we focus on what is, and on what is reality. 
Classical Greek philosophy primarily followed this route. But Immanuel Kant declared 
this route to be impossible because of the limits of human reason. For Kant, epistemology, 
that is, the study of what can be known and how it can be known, becomes the primary key 
for answering the other big questions, and—significantly—for showing which questions 
are impossible to answer because of the limitations of our finite condition.

Contemporary philosophy shows a turn from epistemology to language. If we know 
how language functions, we may be able to dissolve or dispense with questions that arise 
from ill-use of language. Limitations in language play a role here analogous to the role 
played in Kantian philosophy by limitations in human reason.

53. The best forms of deconstruction have a profound awareness of this problem of analysis. 
Human analysis can never be complete, and human beings never have a final point of view that 
terminates the possibility of a further step of standing back.

54. Gabriel Falkenberg notes that, mainly due to Searle’s work, “problems such as those of 
illocutionary forces, utterance meaning and context interpretation are in safe keeping in linguistics 
proper today [1990]” (Falkenberg, “Searle on Sincerity,” in Burkhard, ed., Speech Acts, Meaning, 
and Intentions, 130).

55. We may observe a similar interest in J. L. Austin, How to Do Things with Words, in that 
he explicitly addresses philosophers (2, 38); and in John R. Searle, in the very title of his book: 
Speech Acts: An Essay in the Philosophy of Language.
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Speech-act theory, as used in the philosophical tradition, can then potentially serve 
as a key to understanding language. Speech-act theory is richer than the earlier tendency 
to think only in terms of disembodied propositional truths. But it can be a key only if it 
does not truncate the full richness of language. Truncating that richness would be likely 
to have the long-range effect in philosophical reasoning of truncating the world about 
which language can be used to speak. And so speech-act theory, precisely because it 
does not capture the full richness of language, cannot capture either the full richness of 
personhood, or the full richness of God the infinite person in whose image we human 
persons are made. No, if we expect speech-act theory to provide the first few steps, if 
not the complete ladder, to transcendence, we will either be disappointed or will delude 
ourselves into accepting a counterfeit claim to transcendence.

The danger also arises that some people may treat speech-act theory as if it were an alterna-
tive rather than an added dimension that would supplement a focus on propositional truth.56 
For many people who want to avoid the responsibility of submitting to objective truth, it 
would be convenient if all questions about truth could be transformed into a subdivision 
of sociological analysis, where we look at what people do to other people through words. 
Unfortunately, questions about truth will not go away. Truth claims occur directly within 
the common speech act of assertion, where a person makes a claim about truth.57

At its best, speech-act theory can be an insightful contribution to a larger whole, by 
focusing on one dimension of human action. But it runs up against limitations when we 
try to make it into a tool for achieving philosophical wisdom. The genius of speech-act 
theory is to teach us to pay attention to the meaning that utterances receive through 
embedding in a larger context of human purposeful action. But context, its strength, is 
also its weakness. Sentence-level utterances occur in the context of larger discourses. 
Discourse takes place in the context of human action. Human purposeful action takes 
place within the context of culture, and culture in the context of cultures, in the plural. And 
cultures occur in the context of a world and a world history whose interpretation differs 
from culture to culture. And that, as the postmodern relativists have seen, can lead to an 
ultimate relativism in the whole human project. In the end, such relativism at a high level, 
relativism generated by multiple cultures, injects relativism back down into the meaning of 
any speech act—unless there is a transcendent adjudication of truth. God gives wisdom; 
God brings reconciliation between man and God and between cultures.

56. Paul Helm expresses this concern eloquently in an Internet posting, “Propositions and 
Speech Acts,” <http://paulhelmsdeep.blogspot.com/2007/05/analysis-2-propositions-and-
speech-acts.html, May 1, 2007. J. L. Austin makes it clear that in his view particular speech acts 
presuppose or imply a host of truths (Austin, How to Do Things with Words, 45–46). So Austin 
clearly does not make his approach an alternative to a concern for truth, but rather a supplement 
or complement to it.

57. Moreover, the sociological analysis concerning what people do to one another has a deep 
interest only because it makes definite claims. These claims, either tacitly or explicitly, are claims 
concerning truth.
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A ppendix        I

-
Reaching Out to Deconstruction

Look carefully then how you walk, not as unwise but as wise,  
making the best use of the time, because the days are evil.

—Ephesians 5:15–16

How can we use our appreciation of language as we interact with other people, 
including those outside the Christian faith? How do we talk with people who 

have thought hard about language, but have denied its relation to God?

Deconstruction
For example, what would it be like to reach out to one particular group, namely, the 
advocates and practitioners of “deconstruction”? I pick them because they have thought 
about language and have much to say about language. At the same time, many of them 
do not believe in the God of the Bible. Many of their views are akin to what we have seen 
in postmodern contextualism.1

Deconstruction is notoriously hard to define.2 For our purposes, we do not need a 
definition, because we are not trying to capture the whole of deconstruction but only 
to single out a few concerns and to indicate points of contact that a dialogue could 
pursue.

1. See appendices A and B.
2. For a helpful introduction, see Heath White, Postmodernism 101: A First Course for the Curious 

Christian (Grand Rapids, MI: Brazos, 2006); John D. Caputo in Jacques Derrida, Deconstruction 
in a Nutshell: A Conversation with Jacques Derrida, edited with a commentary by John D. Caputo 
(New York: Fordham University Press, 1997).
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Our Attitudes
When Bible-believing Christians have read about deconstruction, most of them have 
reacted very critically. And there are some good reasons for this. Christians have thought, 
“These people are out to destroy stable meaning, including the meaning of the Bible. 
They are wrong.” Yes, they are wrong if they reject God; and if they reject God they 
will fall into other errors. They will in many respects oppose the Christian faith and 
the Bible.

Even so, they still live in God’s world. They use a language that God gave them. By 
common grace they may have some genuine insights. Even if their claims are coun-
terfeit, counterfeiting is a distortion of truth. So can we endeavor to find what their 
insights are?

Separating the good and bad can be a complex task. With respect to deconstruc-
tion, we can only make a beginning here. But, using the resources developed in the 
earlier parts of this book, we can make a beginning. We can see how some points in 
deconstruction have some similarity with genuine truths about language. I will focus 
more on the similarities than on the differences, precisely because the differences are 
often more obvious. Both the similarities and the differences can be possible starting 
points for dialogue.

Deconstruction as a Field Perspective
First, deconstruction often uses a field perspective on meaning. That is, it focuses on 
how meaning exists within a network of relations.3 Rather than considering either a 
word or a sentence or a text in isolation, as a stable unit or “particle,” it follows outward 
the multitude of relations that contribute to the function of the word or sentence. One 
such context is often the language system, whether English or French or some other. 
And the system, as we have seen, allows creativity in meaning. If a person simply follows 
the relations out “horizontally,” with no ultimate root in God and his meaning, every-
thing may seem to be in motion. There is no final whole among finite human beings. It 
is easy to leave God out and conclude that there is no final whole, period. And so the 
less-than-final partial context that the person chooses might produce a meaning that 
depends on his choice.

A Motto of Deconstruction: “Nothing Outside the Text”
Now let us go on to some particulars. The deconstructor Jacques Derrida has said that 
“there is nothing outside the text.”4 This motto sounds like the concern about whether 
we can get outside language in order to see the world as it really is. Is language, and the 
cultural deposits carried by language, a prison that conceals the real world?

Deconstructors do not mean that everything is “text” in a literal sense. They realize 
that people talk orally, and that they talk about foods, buildings, and objects in their 

3. See chapter 3.
4. Jacques Derrida, Of Grammatology (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1976), 158.
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“world.” But they want to make the point that in an extended sense this whole world 
about which they talk is “text” because, culturally, it has already been processed and as-
similated to human meanings. According to them, the same applies to what we say about 
“God” or “gods.” That too is allegedly part of the constructed world of human meanings. 
So a deconstructor might infer that he never actually has access to God, and that such 
access is impossible in principle.

If God does not exist, and if we are faced with multiple cultures, then relativism or 
pluralism would seem to follow.

But within a biblical worldview, we have seen that God is a language user; indeed, he 
is the prime user. Meanings are not simply humanly generated but are generated by God. 
In fact, his plan encompasses all meanings, and anticipates all the meanings that human 
beings begin to see in the course of time. All meaning derives from God. And creation 
itself derives from God. Everything exists because he spoke it into existence (Genesis 
1). Created things owe their very existence, as well as their particular qualities, to God’s 
speech. God calls them into existence, sustains them (he “upholds the universe by the 
word of his power,” Heb. 1:3). He defines their nature (“God called the light Day,” Gen. 
1:5). In a sense there is nothing outside the “text” of God’s speech. Creatures exist, but 
they are not God. For these creatures, there is no meaning that God does not give, and 
no existence that does not depend on his signifying word.

Thus, the deconstructive motto is true when we apply it to God’s word governing 
creation. We never get outside God’s meanings.5 And then the motto is also true for 
communication in language that includes human beings, because such communication 
can never leave God out. God is a member of the “language community” that speaks 
English or any other human language. And his general revelation, spoken of in Romans 
1, is continually imparting meanings to human beings in every language community.

A Motto of Deconstruction: “The Death of the Author”
A second principle or motto found with some deconstructors is that the author is dead.6 
What is meant is a little hard to discern. But one main goal seems to be to free readers 
from the idea that there is one authoritative meaning, namely, the author’s, which the 
author comprehensively controls, and which is the unique target for textual interpreta-
tion. The “death” of the author is a dramatic way of summing up the difficulties with 

5. Cornelius Van Til repeatedly makes the point that all facts and all meanings derive from 
God’s plan and his omnipotence. Non-Christian thought tends to think of facts and meanings as 
just “there,” independent of God (if God even exists). The universe and its meanings are ultimately 
impersonal. But a world in which God is present, and which he controls, has all its meanings in 
relation to God, and to God’s plan for the world. See, e.g., Cornelius Van Til, The Defense of the 
Faith, 2nd ed. (Philadelphia: Presbyterian & Reformed, 1963), 37–46; Van Til, A Survey of Christian 
Epistemology, vol. 2 of In Defense of Biblical Christianity (n.p.: den Dulk Foundation, 1969), 12–18, 
34–37. There are no “brute facts,” that is, nothing separated from the “text” of God’s plan.

6. In particular, see Roland Barthes, “The Death of the Author,” reprinted in William Irwin, 
ed., The Death and Resurrection of the Author? (New York: Hill & Wang, 2002), 3–7, together with 
the surrounding discussion in the other pieces in the same book.
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the idea of an author’s total control. For some people the expression probably links 
itself intentionally with the “death” of God as the supreme Author. But for others it is 
a protest against making human authors into godlike beings with godlike control over 
their language, over the origins of their meanings, and over their expressions. That is, it 
attacks the idolatry that would make poets into gods.

In what way do authors “die” within deconstruction? There are at least three related 
ways of making them die. One way is to demonstrate that interpreters can multiply 
interpretations of a single text, and that the text itself does not impose only one com-
pletely unified meaning. A second is to show that authors are not sovereign, free creators 
of meaning, but are enmeshed in contexts of language and culture that precede them. 
And a third is to show that readers are enmeshed in their own contexts of language and 
culture that accompany them. So even if we could stabilize authorial meaning, readers 
would not perfectly access it, but would read in terms of their own contexts.

The arguments that deconstructors give are intended to hold for any text whatsoever, 
including the biblical text. Hence, with respect to the biblical text, this approach might 
seem to imply that readers are free to abandon the authority of the human author. And if 
there is a divine author, his authority also would be abandoned. The death of the human 
author is thus linked to the death of God, the divine author.

One of the main missing pieces in this view of texts is a concept of history as divinely 
planned. A text without a context in human action and human history can indeed be taken 
in more than one way, and so interpreters can multiply meanings. And even if a text is seen in 
its historical contexts, readers can always decide to go in their own autonomous directions, 
unless they have an ethical norm constraining them. We need God as the source of our 
ethical norms, and we need God as the final context constraining choices of meanings.

But in addition, deconstruction’s approaches to meaning can easily be understood as 
producing a polarity between two alternatives: (1) stable meaning, which they fear may 
become tyrannical; and (2) creative interpretation, which is freeing. Within a biblical 
worldview the two are not at odds with one another. Fellowship with God leads to cre-
ativity, because the stable meaning of God’s word encompassing the whole of history is 
indefinitely rich and leads to increase in knowledge. Diversity of interpretations within 
the body of Christ is not always bad (though distortion of the truth is), because when 
the body functions properly the members encourage one another in growing in the truth. 
One person contributes a genuine insight here, and another there. Multiple perspectives 
from multiple people within the body of Christ enrich that body.7

In addition, merely human authors are not perfectly in control of themselves.8 They 
are finite. They rely on a past, which developed under the sovereignty of God, and on 
a future, which they do not completely understand. Their meanings at one moment in 
time are linked both to past and to future. In such ways, the meanings of a human author 

7. See chapter 18; and Vern S. Poythress, Symphonic Theology: The Validity of Multiple Perspec-
tives in Theology (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1987; reprinted, Phillipsburg, NJ: Presbyterian 
& Reformed, 2001).

8. See chapter 20.
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are not sealed up into an airtight container. They are meanings within many-dimensional 
relationships.

Moreover, human beings are contaminated by sin. They do not write with one 
mind. Products of human meaning are not completely well-defined and integrated. 
Deconstruction is right to call into question assumptions to the contrary, and to warn 
us to be suspicious about political agenda and power struggles that may corrupt human 
communication.

In fact, deconstruction in its critique of unexamined assumptions has curious affinities 
with the transcendental apologetics inaugurated by Cornelius Van Til.9 Deconstruction 
undertakes to bring to the surface ways in which a given piece of writing tacitly relies 
on a background involving language and thought, and how the unfathomability of that 
background ultimately undermines or at least de-centers the explicit theses in a piece 
of writing. By analogy, all sinful human beings undermine their own theses through the 
tension between their own sinful intentions and their tacit reliance on God. We earlier 
used the illustration of the small girl who had to sit on her grandfather’s lap in order to 
slap him in the face. Figuratively, the rebel against God has to sit on the “lap” of God’s 
gift of language in order to speak against his truth. And because rebels use language, the 
gift of God, they may end up like Caiaphas ( John 11:49–53), speaking better than they 
know. Deconstruction tries to uncover ways in which a writing’s own language reveals 
undermining tensions. Is deconstruction perhaps part counterfeit, part construal of the 
truth about fallen human beings in rebellion?

The language of deconstruction also shows an affinity to the Christian story. The 
death of the author takes place in order that the reader may live, that is, that he may 
not simply submit to the past but may explore a fresh future. Christ’s death took place 
in order that we may live a new life for God’s glory: “he [Christ] died for all, that those 
who live might no longer live for themselves but for him who for their sake died and was 
raised” (2 Cor. 5:15). The connection between Christ’s work and authorial death is not 
far-fetched. Christ’s death included his surrendering his human powers to the will of God. 
In so doing, he reversed the sinful human tendency to seek autonomy, to seek to master 
every situation for selfish benefit. Sinful human authors fall into the pattern of seeking to 
master absolutely the meanings of their writings, and to master absolutely the thinking 
of those to whom they communicate. To that desire they ought to die. And readers also 
are called on to die to the desire for absolute mastery of fixed authorial meaning. Such 
death is death to autonomy, death to wanting to be “like God.”

Moreover, Jesus’ willingness to die has an analogical relation to the willingness of 
God to send his word out in the world of sin, where his word will be mocked, corrupted, 
twisted, abused, and “killed.” The Bible to this day is mocked and abused, not only by its 

9. See, e.g., Van Til, Defense of the Faith; John M. Frame, Cornelius Van Til: An Analysis of His 
Thought (Phillipsburg, NJ: Presbyterian & Reformed, 1995). The link is probably not accidental, 
but arises from the relation between Christian and non-Christian views of transcendence (ap-
pendix C). Van Til’s approach represents a Christian approach to knowledge. Deconstruction is 
a non-Christian analogue (a counterfeit).
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overt enemies but also sometimes most painfully by God’s would-be “friends,” who claim 
to serve him and yet twist his word to serve their own power or pride or comfort:

“Which of the prophets did your fathers not persecute? And they killed those who an-
nounced beforehand the coming of the Righteous One, whom you have now betrayed 
and murdered, you who received the law as delivered by angels and did not keep it” (Acts 
7:52–53).

“Woe to you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! For you are like whitewashed tombs, which 
outwardly appear beautiful, but within are full of dead people’s bones and all uncleanness. 
So you also outwardly appear righteous to others, but within you are full of hypocrisy and 
lawlessness” (Matt. 23:27–28).

The killing that happened literally to some of the Old Testament prophets and New 
Testament apostles happens figuratively to the message that they delivered. The message 
is “killed” and trampled by sinful listening and responses. The message submits to these 
indignities in order that, on the far side, beyond the death of the message, resurrection 
life may come to the very ones like Paul the apostle who earlier vilified the message.

Death and resurrection took place once in history in the person of Christ. But then 
they are mirrored repeatedly in history in the life of his followers and of the message they 
bear. We may therefore suspect that, by analogy, the same story of death and resurrection 
produces its image in all interpretive struggles concerning human communication. Truth 
seems to struggle to win its way in the midst of human resistance to truth.

A Motto of Deconstruction: Deferral of the Signified
Next, deconstruction claims that interpreters never arrive at a final stable “signified.” 
What does that mean? 

To understand, we must go back to Ferdinand de Saussure, who introduced the terms 
“signifier” and “signified.”10 In Saussure’s analysis each linguistic sign, like the word “dog,” 
has two sides, the signifier and the signified. The signifier is the “sound image,” the se-
quence of sounds, d + o + g (not the written alphabetic symbols, but the spoken sound of 
“d,” of “o,” and of “g”). The signified is the “concept,” in this case the concept of a dog.

Deconstruction claims that each signified becomes in turn a signifier that points 
beyond itself. That is to say, there is a chain of references or allusions. A alludes to B, 
and B to C, and C to D, and so on. For example, thinking about “dog” leads to “animal,” 
which leads to “life,” which leads to instances of life like this oak tree, which leads on 
indefinitely. There is no final termination for reference. This claim is closely related to a 
field perspective. Yes, any one word or one sentence leads by relations to others. There 
is no “final” stopping point in that sense.

Deconstruction claims that we cannot find a final rest, an end to the chain, a single 
final signified. This is sometimes applied to a statement about God as a final Signified. 
Deconstruction argues that there can be no such final signified, with or without the 

10. See appendix E.
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capital S, because signs always have relationships to more signs. We never come to an 
end that is outside the system (outside “the text”).

Deconstruction is attacking the picture of an alleged final rest in a single, undif-
ferentiated signified. This signified would be final, with no relationships. The quest for 
knowledge in classical philosophy would seem to demand such a final rest in perfect 
knowledge of a particular object. The same quest can be focused on desired knowledge 
of a god. This picture of the final signified implies an essentially unitarian concept of 
a god. Such a god has no differentiation or inner dynamic. There is no such unitarian 
god. In that respect, deconstruction is nearly right: it rejects this kind of idolatrous 
conclusion.

When we come to consider the true God, our human access to him is through the 
Word. There is a final Reference in God. God the Father is in a sense the ultimate Sig-
nified. But the Father exists in eternal relation to the other persons in the Trinity. The 
Father is known through the Son. By analogy with the subsystems of language,11 we can 
say that the Father is like the Signified, the Spirit is like the Signifier, and the Son is the 
Word, in whom Signified and Signifier are eternally united and mutually indwelling. The 
three persons exist in unity and diversity, in fellowship with one another rather than in 
conceptual isolation.

Thus there is no end to the relationships, because relationships are included in the 
deepest reality of who God is. We do find in God the Father the final Signified. But 
we find simultaneously final relations: the relation of Signification among the Father 
and the Son and the Holy Spirit. Deconstruction is right, in a way deeper than what 
it intends.

Moreover, deconstruction is right that human intention is not final. Rather, God’s 
intention is. But our human dependence on God does not imply that we can find no 
rest. God has made himself accessible to us in Christ, through the work of the Holy 
Spirit.

Behind the discussion in deconstruction lies a profundity in language. Relations of 
signification within language derive from the final relation of signification among the 
persons of the Trinity.12 Therefore, relations within language never stop in a single final 
term, short of God himself. Deconstructors are wrestling with profundities, but they 
will have no satisfaction if they merely destroy unitarian ontology while ignoring the 
God who is really there.

11. See chapter 32.
12. More precisely, the concept, the signified, belongs to the referential subsystem of language. 

The signifier or “sound image,” by contrast, belongs to the phonological subsystem of language. 
By speaking of signifier and signified Saussure proposed analytically to isolate the two sides of a 
word like “dog.” But in fact “dog” is a form-meaning composite, and the two sides cannot be per-
fectly isolated in practice. They interlock, as an aspect of the interlocking of the two subsystems, 
phonological and referential. In chapter 32 we saw that these subsystems analogically derive from 
the mystery of the Trinity. They coinhere by analogy with the coinherence of the Father and the 
Spirit. The plan of the Father corresponds to the referential aspect, while the Spirit as the “breath” 
of God corresponds to the phonological aspect.
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A Motto of Deconstruction: Absence
Deconstruction also has a polemic against “presence.” According to deconstruction, 
meaning never arrives as a presence that we fully embrace, without remainder. We never 
exhaustively understand meaning. That kind of description is closely related to the previ-
ous concern about deferral, where one element points to another through signification, 
or where successive readings of a text continue to generate new insights. In face-to-face 
conversation, a human speaker may seem simply to be “present” to us in an unproblematic 
way. But when we start thinking explicitly about the way in which the conversation tacitly 
uses the medium of language, we become aware that the ideas of the speaker do not “im-
mediately” enter our minds, but rather they do so mediately. The speaker employs language 
as his medium, and what he says enjoys a multitude of relations to a language system.

Deconstruction then generalizes this principle, to claim that no idea is simply “present” 
in the mind apart from the medium of language.13 And language leads to the blurring or 
destabilizing of any allegedly “perfect” vision of a clear and distinct idea.

Deconstruction then applies the same principle to God as well. God is not “present,” 
because our ideas about him are mediated through language.

The conclusion that God is absent would indeed follow were it not for the fundamental 
fact that God is present throughout language, in all its aspects. That is, he is “present,” 
not in the sense that deconstruction criticizes autonomous philosophy for desiring, but 
in the sense that his presence is expounded in Scripture. He is present while remain-
ing transcendent, incomprehensible. We do not need to “make” him present by going 
through linguistic gymnastics.

Once again, deconstruction has appropriated part of a truth. God does not come to 
man apart from mediation—specifically, the mediation of the Son, who is the Word. 
And there is the mediation of the Holy Spirit, who indwells those who trust in Christ, 
and who in fellowship with the human spirit illumines us to know God and call him 
“Father” (Rom. 8:15). Our God is Trinitarian, not unitarian in the way that deconstruc-
tion tries to combat. God is present as “Immanuel,” “God with us,” in the person of his 
Son (Matt. 1:23).

A Critique of “Logocentrism”
Next, deconstruction offers a critique of “logocentrism.” What does that mean? The 
word “logocentrism” by its etymology denotes the idea of the centrality of the word, 

13. Jacques Derrida, Positions (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1981), 26: “The play 
of differences supposes, in effect, syntheses and referrals which forbid at any moment, or in any 
sense, that a simple element be present in and of itself, referring only to itself. Whether in the 
order of spoken or written discourse, no element can function as a sign without referring [partly 
by relations in the language system] to another element which itself is not simply present. This 
interweaving results in each ‘element’—phoneme or grapheme—being constituted on the basis 
of the trace within it of the other elements of the chain or system. This interweaving, this textile, 
is the text produced only in the transformation of another text. Nothing, neither among the ele-
ments nor within the system, is anywhere ever simply present or absent.”
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since “logos” is the Greek term for “word.” In some of its uses, the term “logocentrism” 
may include an allusion to the Christian idea of the centrality of Christ, whom John 1:1 
identifies as “the Word.”14 It may sound as if deconstruction is directly attacking Christian 
doctrine. But that impression in superficial. Rather, deconstruction plays on the different 
possible allusions of the term “logocentrism.” The target of its critique is first of all the 
practice in Western philosophy of using reason as the way to conduct a quest for final 
wisdom. The quest has the aim of attaining a godlike, transparent, rational, final vision of 
truth, a truth of pure thought. In this context, the Greek word “logos” is associated with 
reason rather than specifically with Christian thought. The philosophical quest relies 
on reason and has reason at its center. At the same time, the term “logocentrism,” by al-
luding to Christian thought, suggests that this Western quest is a secular transmutation 
of religion. Deconstruction uses the term as a provocative label, and intends to suggest 
that the rationalist tradition in the West is a substitute religion.

Moreover, the critique of “logocentrism” has an affinity to the themes that we just 
discussed concerning the final signified and final presence. Western philosophy wants 
a final, rational vision that is independent of the alleged “impurity” belonging to the 
form-meaning character of language. Thus deconstruction has appealed to some of the 
truths that we have articulated.15

One concern in the practice of deconstruction has been to “deconstruct” parts of 
Western philosophy and metaphysics. Deconstruction has explored critically some of 
the assumptions in the Western philosophical tradition. And well it might. Much in that 
tradition has sought man-made wisdom.16 And in many cases philosophers have tried 
to use language, or at least key terms in their philosophy, as if those terms had an infinite 
precision and stability: terms were to be infinitely precise in contrastive-identificational 
features, with no interference from variation and context (distribution).17 Terms were 
to make the truth “present” unproblematically and completely, as if man could have a 
godlike vision.

De-centering or Reversing Polarities
Deconstruction also engages in the practice of de-centering or reversing various polarities 
such as normal/abnormal, man/woman, objective/subjective, literal/figurative, mean-
ing/interpretation, inside/outside. Such polarities have traditionally been understood 

14. The Greek of John 1:1 uses the term “logos.”
15. See also the discussion of the limitations of speech-act theory in appendix H. In the desire 

for human control over meaning on the part of speakers, we can see reflected some of the Western 
tradition of reason. Similarly, the desire for superhuman, final mastery of meaning infects verbal 
interpretation (chapter 21).

16. See Vern S. Poythress, “The Quest for Wisdom,” in Resurrection and Eschatology: Theology 
in Service of the Church, ed. Lane G. Tipton and Jeffrey C. Waddington (Phillipsburg, NJ: Presby-
terian & Reformed, 2008), 86–114.

17. See chapter 19; appendix D; and Vern S. Poythress, “Reforming Ontology and Logic 
in the Light of the Trinity: An Application of Van Til’s Idea of Analogy,” Westminster Theological 
Journal 57/1 (1995): 187–219.
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in a hierarchical relation, where the first term is primary and the second is derivative. 
Sophisticated deconstructors are not trying to abolish these distinctions but to make 
visible and put in question the cultural assumptions and power structures to which they 
are related. To accomplish this, they often rely on a process similar to the perspectival 
process in which a word is stretched in meaning until it is a perspective on the whole.18 
And indeed, that can be done, because a perspectival process exploits relations of one 
meaning to another. Everything enjoys relations to other meanings. Even in God, the 
persons of the Trinity enjoy eternal relations to one another.

But the perspectival process can also be distorted. If we lose sight of God, the process 
can be used to advocate half-truths and falsehoods. That is why this deconstruction process 
can in practice contain insights, but at the same time, depending on the practitioners, 
can also include distortions and falsehoods in a complex mixture.

The Undermining of Conventional Assumptions
Deconstruction has affinities with the suspicious, upsetting approaches to human exis-
tence that have arisen in Friedrich Nietzsche, in Marxism, in Freudianism, and in French 
existentialism. For many people these are deeply upsetting. In various ways these philo-
sophical views do involve the reconstrual of the whole world of thought. Meeting these 
new views may be similar to meeting foreigners and trying to understand a new culture. 
The foreigners cut across conventional assumptions. For Bible-believing Christians, 
these “foreigners” have been doubly upsetting because they have been anti-Christian 
in their roots.

But there is another aspect. These people are introducing the upsets partly because they 
are suspicious about the conventional, about the status quo, about complacent assump-
tions that all is normal and healthy. That is one reason why deconstructors undertake to 
“reverse” polarized contrasts. They are radically dissatisfied. Spiritually speaking, they are 
desperate, and desperation drives people to radical remedies.19 In particular, deconstruc-
tion may at times push up against and stretch the limits of language. The writing becomes 

18. See chapters 34–35.
19. Jonathan Culler puts it thus:

If “sawing off the branch on which one is sitting” seems foolhardy to men of common 
sense, it is not so for Nietzsche, Freud, Heidegger, and Derrida; for they suspect 
that if they fall there is no “ground” to hit and that the most clear-sighted act may 
be a certain reckless sawing, a calculated dismemberment or deconstruction of 
the great cathedral-like trees in which Man has taken shelter for millennia (Culler, 
On Deconstruction: Theory and Criticism after Structuralism [Ithaca, NY: Cornell 
University Press, 1982], 149).

. . . the [pragmatist] notion of truth as what is validated is used to criticize what 
passes for truth. Since deconstruction attempts to view systems from the outside as 
well as the inside, it tries to keep alive the possibility that the eccentricity of women, 
poets, prophets, and madmen might yield truths about the system to which they 
are marginal—truths contradicting the consensus and not demonstrable within a 
framework yet developed (ibid., 153–154).
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difficult to understand because it breaks conventions of writing that are typical within 
rationalistic philosophy, in order to draw attention to those conventions and limits.20

The desperation and radical suspicion are understandable, because these viewpoints 
have grasped a half-truth: we are not by nature either normal or spiritually healthy. The 
most radical remedy of all is the Christian gospel. It is a gigantic reversal of polarities in 
which fallen human beings have taken refuge (Luke 1:51–53), and people are not likely 
to consider it seriously unless they are desperate.

The crucifixion of Christ is the supreme reversal. Out of death comes life forever 
(Rev. 1:18). Out of humiliation comes honor (Phil. 2:8–10). Out of weakness comes 
power (2 Cor. 12:9–10; 13:4). Out of defeat comes victory (Luke 24:20). Out of suffer-
ing comes glory (Luke 24:26). Out of darkness comes light (Luke 23:44; 22:53; John 
9:4–5; 12:31–36). Out of judicial execution comes vindication (Rom. 4:25). Out of 
folly comes wisdom (1 Cor. 1:25). In its interest in reversal, deconstruction has come 
close indeed, without arriving at the central secret of history.

We might even say that the suspicious approaches of deconstruction and its predeces-
sors are not nearly suspicious enough, nor desperate enough, nor radical enough. They 
have not yet become suspicious of the root desire for human autonomy, nor desperate 
enough to cast themselves on God’s mercy, nor radical enough to embrace the radicality 
of the cross. No one does unless God overcomes his resistance ( John 6:44, 65).

And if Christians themselves have become complacent and compromised in their 
placid acceptance of the status quo within a surrounding mainstream modernity, they 
too need to be shaken up and criticized for their complicity—our complicity. We all fall 
victim here and there, and the critical voice of others, even if it should contain only a 
grain of truth in the midst of error, may reveal sin.

Wisdom Again
The desire for wisdom is deep in human beings; it is one aspect of their being created 
in the image of God. But it gets perverted through sin. Through the desire for wisdom, 
much benefit has come to us all. By common grace we benefit from the work and insight 
of many others—including practitioners of deconstruction. The desire leads people 
toward fresh insights, fresh depths, fresh mysteries.

20. In this push against the limits of language, deconstruction has affinities with “negative 
theology,” as some commentators have observed. But both deconstruction and negative theology 
go astray into a non-Christian view of transcendence, corner 3 of Frame’s square (see appendix C). 
They search for answers at the limit of autonomous intelligibility and the limit of meaning, rather 
than surrendering to the simplicity and availability of the message of the Bible (corner 2):

The testimony of the Lord is sure, 
making wise the simple (Ps. 19:7).

We refuse to practice cunning or to tamper with God’s word, but by the open state-
ment of the truth we would commend ourselves to everyone’s conscience in the 
sight of God (2 Cor. 4:2).
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But because we have rebelled against God, the desire for wisdom takes the twisted 
form of desiring to be a god, to have a superhuman, rationally transparent mastery of 
meaning. Of this desire deconstruction is rightly suspicious; and it rightly desires to 
unmask it. But insight alone does not bring deliverance. Autonomy does not disappear 
merely through our becoming aware of our sin, intellectually or otherwise—but only 
by the work of Christ. In fact, deconstruction runs the same danger that is common to 
all, namely, that its own desire to unmask may turn out to be yet another form of the 
desire to be godlike. “The heart is deceitful above all things, and desperately sick; who 
can understand it?” ( Jer. 17:9).

We see the temptation in many forms. A desire to be godlike may motivate not only 
modernist confidence in reason and postmodernist promotion of tolerance. It may also 
sometimes motivate the desire to use linguistics or symbolic logic to master language, 
or to use speech-act theory as a universal rational platform for understanding language, 
or to master meaning in verbal interpretation, or to invent a replacement for redemp-
tive stories.

We who are Christians are still contaminated by sin ourselves, and we may find forms 
of this sinful desire cropping up in unlikely places. We can desire to master in a godlike 
fashion the Bible itself, and end up with a self-righteous attitude toward those who 
disagree with us.

Postmodernists, as we have observed, fear dogmatism. And indeed dogmatism of a 
sinful kind has power to creep in even among those who have come to know the truth, 
to know Christ who is the truth. If so, it makes us the more guilty, because “everyone 
to whom much was given, of him will much be required” (Luke 12:48). The solution, 
however, does not lie in a kind of false humility that renounces truth. Rather, we should 
boldly rely on the truth of what we have received from God. We are to love truth as a 
pathway to ever richer enjoyment of truth and to expansion of knowledge beyond our 
present imagining (Eph. 3:18–21).

Postmodernists also see dogmatism in the attempt to possess a final narrative explana-
tion, a “metanarrative,” that is, an overarching account of history that would convince us 
by its rational power.21 Such a narrative, they fear, represents yet another false human claim 
to the ability to attain final wisdom. To surrender to it is to surrender autonomy, and to be 
taken captive by the rhetorical trickery of someone else’s story. But in its understandable 
fear of being taken in, has postmodernism created its own dogmatism, the dogmatism of 
claiming, as a second-order knowledge, that metanarratives are always deceptive mask-
ings for human power? And then is it held captive still, to the final and most inexorable 
captivity, the desire for human autonomy, the desire to be free from God?22

21. “Simplifying to the extreme, I define postmodern as incredulity toward metanarratives” ( Jean-
François Lyotard, The Postmodern Condition: A Report on Knowledge [Minneapolis: University 
of Minnesota Press, 1984], xxiv). See the discussion of postmodernism’s redemptive stories in 
chapter 27.

22. Two pictures come to my mind, both from C. S. Lewis. In Lewis’s story The Last Battle: A 
Story for Children (Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1956), the dwarfs “refused to be taken in.” Having 
been deceived so many times, they were determined to live by suspicion and critique. The other 
picture comes from Lewis’s The Pilgrim’s Regress: An Allegorical Apology for Christianity, Reason, 
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The Bible does offer a metanarrative, in a sense, but it is multitextured,23 multilayered, 
and as yet incomplete: we still await the second coming. The Bible invites us to a willing, 
freeing, and glorious captivity to the living Christ. Out of captivity comes freedom. And 
the captivity itself, captivity to God, overtakes us not through human strength but through 
weakness. The Bible’s story convinces us not by its superior transparency to fallen human 
rational powers, but by the power of the Holy Spirit, who opens spiritually blind eyes:

And I, when I came to you, brothers, did not come proclaiming to you the testimony of God 
with lofty speech or wisdom. For I decided to know nothing among you except Jesus Christ 
and him crucified. And I was with you in weakness and in fear and much trembling, and 
my speech and my message were not in plausible words of wisdom, but in demonstration 
of the Spirit and of power, that your faith might not rest in the wisdom of men but in the 
power of God (1 Cor. 2:1–5).

and Romanticism (reprint, pocket edition; Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1958), book 4, chapter 
1, p. 66, where prisoners in the dungeon of Freudianism refuse to come out, telling themselves 
that their perception of deliverance “is one more wish-fulfilment dream. Don’t be taken in again.” 
Among the saddest of the chains of captivity are those self-imposed by the determination to be 
autonomously critical and suspicious.

23. There are multiple genres in the Bible, and four Gospels, not one. On the implications of 
the four Gospels, see Poythress, Symphonic Theology, 47–51.
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Special Cases of Human Speech

For no prophecy was ever produced by the will of man,  
but men spoke from God as they were carried along by the Holy Spirit.

—2 Peter 1:21

We now look at two special cases of human speech, namely, speech by inspired 
spokesmen of God, and evil speech.

The Word of God through Human Spokesmen
All people who belong to Christ are expected to walk in harmony with him. And so their 
speech is to be empowered by the Holy Spirit:

. . . be filled with the Spirit, addressing one another in psalms and hymns and spiritual 
songs, singing and making melody to the Lord with your heart, giving thanks always and 
for everything to God the Father in the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, submitting to one 
another out of reverence for Christ (Eph. 5:18–21).

But with the apostles and with the people whom God appointed to write the Bible, we 
have a special case, where the product is completely what God says, as well as being the 
product of the human instrument.

The Old Testament prophets served as “mediators” between God and man, by bring-
ing God’s word from God to man. Christ is the final mediator (1 Tim. 2:5). Hence, the 
prophets and other human writers of Scripture are analogous to Christ, who is the final 
prophet (Heb. 1:1–2; Acts 3:21–26). The prophets foreshadowed or looked forward to 
the coming of Christ as the final Prophet.

Now let us think about the role of choice in language. The prophet Isaiah continually 
made decisions concerning what words and what sentences and what discourses to write 
in the book of Isaiah. He made choices. At the same time, God chose to have exactly those 
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words in Isaiah, and to speak them to his people. Isaiah’s human choices and decisions 
matched the choices and decisions that God made as divine author.

The biblical prophets and spokesmen for God were so molded by God that they de-
sired to carry out God’s will and to utter what God wanted them to say. Their will was in 
harmony with God’s will. In this respect, they reflect by analogy the harmony between 
the will of the Son and the will of the Father.1 The Son is the model for human creativ-
ity. Human creativity does not mean independence in the human will, but creativity in 
fellowship with God.

We may also consider the fact that Christ is one person with two natures: a divine 
nature and a human nature. His divine will is in harmony with his human will. His speech 
is both divine speech and human speech. The choices with respect to his human nature are 
in harmony with the choices with respect to his divine nature. Genuine choice involves 
harmony between the two natures.

Every part of the Bible is the word of God, given through human spokesmen. “For 
no prophecy was ever produced by the will of man, but men spoke from God as they 
were carried along by the Holy Spirit” (2 Pet. 1:21). The mention of “the will of man” 
does not mean that men had no part at all. Rather, it is saying that they had no indepen-
dent part. The initiative lay not with them but with God, so that the product completely 
expressed God’s will, not merely man’s. The Holy Spirit used human wills, which were 
in harmony with God’s will.

To have a robust, biblical doctrine of Scripture, we must also have a robust, biblical 
doctrine of the human will and human speech.

Another Kind of Freedom?
Some people oppose this view. These opponents want a picture of independent human 
wills—for the sake, they may think, of protecting human freedom. They may claim that 
the human spokesmen who wrote the Bible were an exception. These opponents may say 
that, in the case of the Bible, God overrode the normal “freedom” of the will of the human 
writers in order to make sure that the product was exactly what he wished it to be. My 
response would be that the human writers were indeed fully “free,” but not in the sense 
that the opponents mean it. The biblical writers were free with a freedom that imitates 
the freedom of the decisions of the Son of God, who is at the Father’s side ( John 1:18). 
We do not need to take away the authors’ “freedom” in the proper sense of the word.

But if the opponents are willing to dispense with what they call human “freedom” in 
the case of writers of Scripture, they have put themselves in a dilemma.

On the one hand, suppose that this alleged “freedom” is dispensable. Then we can 
dispense with it. No human being needs it, any more than the writers of Scripture. 
It is not necessary for human dignity. Only a freedom in harmony with God’s will is 
necessary.

1. See chapter 6; and Vern S. Poythress, “Divine Meaning of Scripture,” Westminster Theological 
Journal 48 (1986): 241–279.
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On the other hand, suppose that this “freedom” is so valuable that ordinary human 
beings must be allowed to have it. Then the opponents, by suggesting that God some-
times takes away freedom, are in danger of charging God with underhandedness. The 
end, namely, the production of Scripture, does not justify the means, namely, the an-
nihilation of freedom.

There remains still another alternative: for opponents to claim that what we have in 
Scripture is not fully what God would wish, but is a compromise worked out by God as 
he wrestled with the human wills of the human writers. Allegedly, God refused to take 
away their freedom of independence, and so he was not fully master of the end product. 
This too is an unsatisfactory result, and a dangerous one as well, because it depreciates 
the trustworthiness of Scripture, at least in its details. In this view the Scripture ends up 
being, not the word of God, but the best approximation to an expression of God’s will 
that he could achieve in the circumstances.

Transcendence and Immanence
The difficulties over this issue are not unique. In essence we have seen them before. They 
have to do with Christian and non-Christian understandings of transcendence and im-
manence.2 A Christian view of God’s transcendence is a Christian view of God’s control. 
In the area of language, it implies that God fully controls the language that he speaks. In 
particular, he fully controls the discourses found in the Bible. More broadly, he controls 
the whole course of history, not only in its general outlines but also in its details. Pilate 
gave his sentence and the soldiers cast their lots because God planned it.

Now consider a Christian view of God’s immanence. We affirm God’s personal pres-
ence. He is present as a person, in communion with human persons. God-designed com-
munion between persons does not crush individual human personality, but includes the 
design of diversity, individuality, and genuine choice and creativity on the part of each 
individual. Such choices need not be isolated from the presence of God, or the presence 
of other human beings, in order to be genuine. To the contrary, they receive meaning 
from the presence of God, before whose presence we serve.

Now consider a non-Christian view of transcendence. God must be far off, in order 
for a human being to be himself, to be autonomous. And, according to non-Christian im-
manence, human beings are sufficient in themselves to act as final and exclusive decision 
makers. In this kind of thinking, for God to have control is for humans to lose their own 
autonomous control. According to the diagonal line that runs from corner 1 to corner 4 
of Frame’s square, a non-Christian view of human control (corner 4) contradicts God’s 
control (corner 1).3

2. See appendix C.
3. On Frame’s square, see appendix C.
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Transcendence and Immanence in the Arena of Knowledge
The struggle for a healthy understanding of transcendence and immanence takes place 
in the sphere of knowledge as well as the sphere of power. What kind of knowledge do 
we expect human beings to have concerning the character of God’s sovereignty and its 
relation to human responsibility? Do we as human beings desire to make an exact model, 
to make transparently clear to ourselves exactly how divine control relates to human 
responsibility? Then we are really desiring to move to corner 4 in Frame’s square, that is, 
to human autonomy. Under this arrangement, man will be the standard for knowledge. 
Or will we trust God’s superior knowledge of freedom (Christian transcendence, corner 
1), and his instruction to us in Scripture (Christian immanence, corner 2)?

Evil Human Wills
Christians are to obey God willingly. But what about those who disobey God? They too 
carry out his will, that is, his plan. We can see this in the case of Caiaphas:

So [after the raising of Lazarus] the chief priests and the Pharisees gathered the Council 
and said, “What are we to do? For this man performs many signs. If we let him go on like 
this, everyone will believe in him, and the Romans will come and take away both our place 
[the temple] and our nation.” But one of them, Caiaphas, who was high priest that year, 
said to them, “You know nothing at all. Nor do you understand that it is better for you that 
one man should die for the people, not that the whole nation should perish.” He did not 
say this of his own accord, but being high priest that year he prophesied that Jesus would 
die for the nation, and not for the nation only, but also to gather into one the children of 
God who are scattered abroad. So from that day on they made plans to put him to death 
( John 11:47–53).

Caiaphas made choices to speak the words he did. And he had evil motives in doing 
so. He was encouraging the Jewish council unjustly to seek Jesus’ death. God made 
choices that Caiaphas would speak exactly these words, and in doing so God had wise 
plans not only to reveal Caiaphas’s motives but also to reveal his own plan for bringing 
good out of the crucifixion. God even spoke a prophecy through Caiaphas, namely, that 
“Jesus would die for the nation, and not for the nation only, but also to gather into one 
the children of God who are scattered abroad” ( John 11:51–52).

God preserved his goodness throughout this process. His motives for what he said 
were good, while Caiaphas’s motives were evil. And God’s meaning in what he said 
was edifying, whereas Caiaphas’s meaning was corrupting for those who heard it. It is 
a remarkable illustration of God’s control and his goodness, as well as human decision 
making on the part of Caiaphas.

Caiaphas’s speech prophesied. Even though it took place unwillingly, he became a 
spokesman for God. And so at this point he was analogous to Christ, who is the final 
spokesman for God. But his unwillingness contrasts with Christ’s willingness. The de-
tails about how God brought about his speech through Caiaphas’s speech will remain 
mysterious. But we can be sure that we have here a case where God brought good out of 
evil (compare Gen. 50:20). In the most outstanding case, God brought good out of evil 
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in the crucifixion. Christ the mediator worked out the good will of God in the midst of 
human evil wills. By analogy, we infer that Christ the mediator was present even in God’s 
speech to us through Caiaphas.

Admittedly, Caiaphas’s speech is a special case. But it nevertheless illustrates a broader 
principle about how God can speak in connection with evil human speech.

We can also illustrate with the example of Herod and Pontius Pilate. Acts 4 indicates 
quite pointedly that their actions were prophesied beforehand:

And when they [the Christians] heard it [the opposition of Jewish leaders], they lifted their 
voices together to God and said, “Sovereign Lord, who made the heaven and the earth and 
the sea and everything in them, who through the mouth of our father David, your servant, 
said by the Holy Spirit,

“‘Why did the Gentiles rage,
	 and the peoples plot in vain?
The kings of the earth set themselves,
	 and the rulers were gathered together,
	 against the Lord and against his Anointed’— [quoted from Psalm 2:1]

for truly in this city there were gathered together against your holy servant Jesus, whom you 
anointed, both Herod and Pontius Pilate, along with the Gentiles and the peoples of Israel, 
to do whatever your hand and your plan had predestined to take place” (Acts 4:24–28).

Since Psalm 2 offers a prophecy of these events,4 we can reformulate the situation from 
the perspective of speaking. In Psalm 2 God spoke his prophetic word, a choice to speak 
one thing rather than many possible alternatives. His word had power to bring about 
the effects. Herod and Pontius Pilate then acted in accordance with what God spoke. 
Herod and Pontius Pilate, during the course of events, also spoke their own words, and 
in doing so they made their own choices and their own decisions. For example, rather 
than acquitting Jesus, as Pilate morally should have done, he gave sentence for Jesus to 
be crucified. “Pilate decided that their demand should be granted” (Luke 23:24). For this 
he bears moral guilt, because it was his own decision. He made his own decision. And 
God as primary cause made a decision to decree and prophesy that Pilate should issue 
this sentence. God had good purposes, while Pilate had corrupt purposes. There is no 
moral compromise here to God’s goodness.

We can see other illustrations of a similar kind. God chose to speak in Psalm 22 and 
chose to prophesy in 22:18 about the soldiers who divided Christ’s garments. When 
the events actually unfolded, the soldiers had their discussion as to what to do with the 
garments, and made their decision:

4. Psalm 2 in its original historical and literary context within the book of Psalms probably 
speaks generically about the Davidic king, and moves from there to encouraging readers to antici-
pate the final messianic king. All the kings in the line of David foreshadowed the coming of the great, 
final king in the line of David, namely, the Messiah (see Isa. 9:6–7). Thus, in the purpose of God, 
he designed that Psalm 2 should be connected both to the kings who foreshadowed the Messiah 
and to the Messiah himself. In this complex sense, Psalm 2 prophesies the events of Christ’s life.
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When the soldiers had crucified Jesus, they took his garments and divided them into four 
parts, one part for each soldier; also his tunic. But the tunic was seamless, woven in one 
piece from top to bottom, so they said to one another, “Let us not tear it, but cast lots for 
it to see whose it shall be.” This was to fulfill the Scripture which says,

“They divided my garments among them,
	 and for my clothing they cast lots.”

So the soldiers did these things ( John 19:23–24).

God decided what to speak. The soldiers also decided, on their own level.
In human decision making in general, human beings exercise a creativity analogous to 

divine creativity, because they are made in the image of God (chapter 6). So also in these 
special cases. Human corruption does not free people from dependence on God or from 
the control of God, which is necessary for their own subordinate human control. God 
remains completely good and morally incorruptible, as can be seen from the goodness 
of his purposes with Caiaphas, Pilate, and the soldiers at the cross.
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Abraham, blessing through, 126
absence, 377
action, 248, 249, 250
active sentences, 254–255
Adam, 30, 37, 93
Adam and Eve, 10, 103–108, 112–114
additional incidents (story), 199
advertising, 110–111
agent, 248, 249, 250
agnostics, 70
alienation, from God, 41, 116, 314
alphabet, 261, 262
analogy, 48, 256
analysis, 170–171, 173
analytical behavioreme, 171n2
Anglo-Saxon, 65
animals, 71n7
animism, 145
anthropology, 229, 316
antithesis, 111–112, 114–115, 322
antiwar movement, 305
arbitrariness, 315
archetype and ectype, 29, 32, 252, 254, 255–256
ark of the covenant, 292
artistic creation, 34
assertion, 357, 359–360
assertives, 353, 358n22, 361
associations, 280–281
associative relations, 334
atheism, 70, 74, 223, 322, 323
atonement, 117, 118
attributes of God, in language, 64–77
audience, 21–22, 32–34
Austin, John, 353, 354n10, 356n16, 357nn17–18, 

367n52, 368n55, 369n56
author, death of, 372–375
authorial intent, 173–174, 176, 177, 178
authority, 25, 30, 41
autonomy, 105, 106–107, 113–114, 148, 152, 

176n10, 225–226, 234, 235, 239, 246, 373, 
387, 388

Babel, 40, 125, 127, 137
backlooping, 89

baptism, 120, 212
in name of Trinity, 278

Barth, Karl, 323
beauty, of rules, 75–76
Beekman, John, 198
behavioremes, 152–159, 272, 354–355
Bible

accessibility of, 190
divine and human authorship of, 166, 188
inspiration of, 166
interpretation of, 172, 180–185, 359
metanarrative of, 382
as supracultural, 142n9
transformative effect of, 189
translation of, 142
as true, 291–293
universality and particularity of, 142–143
as Word of God, 9

Big Bang, 227
bitransitive clauses, 258
blessing, 23, 101
Bloomfield, Leonard, 335
body of Christ, 131
born again experience, 213
breath, 20, 268–269
brute facts, 239n11
Buddhism, 299–300, 322
Bultmann, Rudolf, 229n1, 231–232, 323

Caiaphas, 374, 388–389
Caltech, 305
canon, and covenant, 361
Carroll, Lewis, 262, 263
case relations, 248
cause, 249
challenge, 206–207, 211, 212
characters, 215
Chaucer, Geoffrey, 65
cherubim, 284
Chesterton, G. K., 107
choice, in language, 385
Chomsky, Noam, 335–337, 340–343, 362n31, 

363n35
Christianized Platonism, 328
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Christian schooling, 305n1
Christocentric preaching, 217n5
circumcision, 129, 142, 145
civility, 310
classifier’s perspective, 151
clauses, 88, 248–250, 257
clear, interprets unclear, 182
climax (story), 199
cognitive linguistics, 337
coinherence

in behavioremes, 156–157
of contrast and variation, 247
in human communication, 31–34, 77
in Trinity, 21–22, 25, 26–27, 77, 247, 267–268, 

272, 279, 329
command, 357, 359–360
commands/requests, 243–244
commentary (story), 199
commission, work, and reward, 100–101, 197, 

199–200
commissives, 354, 358n22, 361
commonality, 189
common grace, 114–115, 118–120, 175, 218, 237, 

249
common knowledge, 51
communication

contaminated by fall, 175
goal of, 167

communism, 309
complication (story), 199
componential analysis, 346–347
conative dimension of language, 358
conduct of lives, and language, 13
connections, 258
constructs, 151–152
consummation, 98
content, 260, 263
context, 58, 86
context (distribution), 243

in genre, 187
and name of God, 279
Plato on, 327
of redemptive stories, 214
in speech-act theory, 355
and truth, 246–247, 293
and words, 272–273

contextualization, 144–147
contradiction, 164
contrastive-identificational features, 152n5, 154, 

156–157, 158, 169n6
in genre, 187
and realism, 275
and name of God, 279
of redemptive stories, 214

in speech-act theory, 355

and truth, 246–247, 293
and words, 272–273

control, 249
in behavioremes, 157
in creation, 26
and creativity, 44–45
and fall, 106
in genre, 189
in God’s speech, 24–28
in human speech, 30–31
and interpretation, 173
and language, 53–54
of meaning, 167–168
and Son, 25
as transcendence, 95, 321, 322
and wave perspective, 57
and work of accomplishment, 101

conversation, 86, 87
Cornelius, 127
counterfeiting, 112–114, 116, 144, 219–227, 234, 

235, 323–324
covenant, 292, 361
creation, 97, 109

goal of, 98
by God’s speech, 23–24, 25–27
groaning inwardly, 98

creation myths, 226–227
creativity, 34–35, 42, 373

human, 47–49
in interpretation, 182, 183
in language, 43–45, 185
and stability, 183

crime, 76
critical realism, 239n10
cross-cultural barriers, 131–133, 147–148
cruelty, 226n8
Culler, Jonathan, 379n19
culmination, 157
culture, 87, 133–134, 313

Darwinism, 221–223
David, 211
day of atonement, 93
death, 112–113
death and resurrection theme, 212, 213, 375
deceit, 104, 109–110, 123, 220
de-centering, 378–379
declarations, 354, 358n22
deconstruction, 370–382
deism, 51
deliverance, 211, 212
demiurge, 328
demonic bondage, 146, 220
demons, casting out of, 214
demythologization, 231–232
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derivative creativity, 96
Derrida, Jacques, 153n6, 261n4, 371, 377n13
descriptive clauses, 258
descriptive linguistics, 62–63
diachronic linguistics, 332
dialects, 62
digital communication, 190
directives, 354, 361
direct object, 258
disobedience, 105
disorder, in world, 217
dispatcher, 203
distribution, 155, 156–157, 158. See also context 

(distribution)
diversity, 138–148, 178

in body of Christ, 183
of languages, 124–125
in stories, 213
and unity, 166–167, 179

divine action, 149
divine-divine communication, 18–19, 255, 282
divine-human communication, 37, 255, 282
divine Jesus, 238n8
divine wisdom, 26
docetism, 238n8
dogmatism, 176n10, 314, 381
domain of darkness, 107, 109, 122, 133
dominion, 34, 100
Dooyeweerd, Herman, 305
double-mindedness, 165
doubt, within postmodernism, 311–319
dwelling, 92–93, 94
dynamic development of intentionality, 178
dynamic equivalence, 339, 347n36, 348n43

Eastern meditation, 299–300
Elijah, 211
embedding, 88–89, 96, 356n16
emic, 151n3
emotive dimension of language, 358
empathy, 254n2
empirically verifiable statements, 351–352
Energy (Sayers), 34–35
Enlightenment, 221, 224
Enuma Elish, 220–221, 227
Epimenides of Crete, 164
epistemology, 368
Ethiopian eunuch, 127n1
ethnic groups, 125
ethnocentricity, 147n13
etic, 151n3
“every thought captive”, 121
evil, 74, 110
evil speech, 385, 388–389

evolutionary naturalism, 71–72, 221–223, 226n9, 
227

exclamatory utterances, 243n2
existentialism, 379
existential perspective, 43n2, 185, 281

and redemptive stories, 215, 216, 232
experiencer, 248
expressions, 253
expressive (speaker-focused) perspective, 173n6
expressives, 354, 358n22, 361

Falkenberg, Gabriel, 368n54
fall, 36, 41, 103–110, 116, 137, 141, 175, 217–218
false hero, 201
false teaching, 139–140
families of the earth, 126
family, 133
fanaticism, 176n10, 309
fascism, 309
Father

as agent, 252
and commission, 100–101
love for Son, 45, 252
and meaning, 25
as speaker, 21, 31
as “tester”, 207
will of, 386

fellowship with God, 36–37, 47, 106, 108, 118, 
167, 373

Feynman, Richard P., 305
field perspective, 53, 55–56, 57, 86–87, 154, 155, 

236, 264 266n12
and deconstruction, 371
on interpretation, 178, 179, 183–185
on meaning, 281
and postmodernism, 246

figurative speech, 347n36
finger of God, 268–269, 291
firstfruits, 99
forgiveness, 80
form and meaning, 263–264, 274, 348
forms (Plato), 273–274
Frame, John M., 25, 43n2, 184–185, 215, 281, 

320–321, 323
Frame’s square. See “Square of Religious 

Opposition”
freedom, 175, 386–387
freedom of speech, 110
Frege, Gottlob, 350
Freudianism, 379, 382n22
Freud, Sigmund, 311
functional equivalence, 339

Garden of Eden, 104, 107–108
general office, 184

PoythressLanguageBook.indd   403 5/14/09   4:47:03 PM



404 Index

general revelation, 184, 256, 293–294
genre, 186–191
Gentiles, 127–128, 129
giving, 251–252
glorification, 98
glory of God, 99
goal, of communication, 167
God. See also Trinity

authority of, 41
beauty of, 75–76
compassion of, 216
context for meaning, 315
controls meaning, 39, 66–67, 298
creativity, 45, 390
elimination of, 225
eternality of, 65–66
faithfulness of, 39
as foundation for truth, 245
freedom of, 45n6
goodness of, 26, 74–75
holiness of, 165
as human projection, 311
immanence of, 25, 70, 95–96
immutability of, 66
infinity of, 46
invisibility of, 68
lordship of, 27–28, 101
and meaning, control, and presence, 257, 298
omnipotence, 25, 26–27, 35, 238
omnipresence, 25, 26–27, 36, 64–65, 311, 312
omniscience, 25, 26–27, 36
as personal, 29
as plurality, 72
presence, 298
rectitude of, 76
righteousness of, 216
sovereignty of, 51–52, 349, 373
speaks in language, 10
speech, 282
“story” of, 196
sustains creation, 59
transcendence of, 25, 70, 89, 95–96, 196
truthfulness, 69
as wisdom, 223

God-fearers, 127
God-is-dead movement, 323n6
goodness, of rules, 74–75
good news, as verbal message, 11
good works, 48
Gospels, 140, 235, 237
government, 41, 133
Graham, Billy, 41
grammar, 62–63, 259, 262, 263
grammatical-historical interpretation, 181
grammatical subsystem, 263, 266, 267, 271

graphological subsystem, 261, 271
Greek philosophy, 73, 134, 273
Greimas, Algirdas, 201–204
guilt, 146
Gutt, Ernst-August, 348

half-truths, 110, 114
harmony

in language, 36–37
within Trinity, 46

Harvard University, 305
hearers, 21–22
Helm, Paul, 369
hero, 200–201, 203
Herod, 389
heroes, 217
hierarchy, 86, 355–358
high priestly prayer, 19
Hinduism, 145, 322
Hirsch, E. D., 173
history, 54, 236–237, 238–240
history of the world, 87–88, 97
holiness, 92, 93
Holy Place, 92, 95
Holy Spirit

as action, 252
as breath, 20, 21, 22, 31, 258, 376n12
giving of, 252
and glorification, 100
and human action, 157–158
and noninspired speech, 166–167
and Pentecost, 127
and presence, 25
and truth, 18, 291
as ultimate finger of God, 268–269
as wisdom from God, 117

home schooling, 305n1
homosexual practice, 147n13
human action, 149–159
human-human communication, 37
humanity, unity and diversity in, 254
human Jesus, 238
human nature, 79
human responsibility, 40, 54
human speech, 386
human will, 386
humiliation, 80
humility, 121–122, 225
husbands and wives, 213

“I am”, 278
Idea (Sayers), 34–35
ideal forms (Plato), 326–328
idealization, in Searle, 363, 364, 367n50
ideas, 274
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idiolect, 62n6
idols, idolatry, 70, 79, 81, 136, 219–220
illocutionary acts, 357n17, 360, 365–366
illumination, 22
image of God, 29–38, 42, 74, 76, 77, 91, 100, 113, 

120, 143, 164, 196, 200, 202, 250, 265
and creativity, 390
as ectypal, 255–256
and empathy, 254n2
and language, 272
and myth-making, 230
and rationality, 351

imagination, 175, 176
imaging, 91–96
immanence, 94–96

Christian view of, 234, 321–325, 328, 387
non-Christian view of, 236, 321–324, 328, 387

Immanuel, 94, 377
imprecision, in communication, 169
incarnation, 74, 92
indicative and imperative, 359
indigenous theology, 146–147
indirect object, 258
indulgences, 145
informational (discourse-focused) perspective, 

173n6
inside and outside perspectives, 150–151, 152, 364
inspired speech, 166
instrument, 248
intellectual pride, 121
intellectual transformation, 120–121
intention, 157
interpretation

goal of, 172–174
as reflective, 171–172

interpretation behavioreme, 171n4
intra-Trinitarian love, 256
irrationalism, non-Christian, 322
Islam, 110, 309

“Jabberwocky” (poem), 262, 263
Jakobson, Roman, 339, 358, 360
Jerusalem council, 129
Jesus Christ. See also Son

as archetype, 283
ascension of, 117, 208
crucifixion of, 118
death and resurrection of, 122, 212, 213, 375
divine nature of, 18, 250
glorification of, 98
human nature of, 46–47, 250
as image, 100, 255–256
language in earthly ministry, 11
life of, 93, 100
as mediator, 209–210

as prophet, priest, and king, 101
redemption of, 117–118
resurrection of, 98–99, 208
as “testee”, 207
and truth, 290
two wills of, 386
as wisdom, 116
as “the Word”, 12, 19–20

Jews, 73, 127–128, 129
John the Baptist, 207
Joshua, 211
Judges (book), 212n3
judgment

according to words, 11
by speaking, 24

justification, 117–118, 120, 146

Kant, Immanuel, 313, 317, 368
Kelly, 344nn25–26
kernel sentences, 336, 340–342
kingdom of Satan, 107, 109
kings, 101, 202–203
knowledge, transcendence and immanence in, 388
knowledge of God, 78–79
knowledge of good and evil, 105, 113
Kuyper, Abraham, 305

language
central role of, 9–13
challenges in, 134–137

change in, 66
complexity of, 51

and culture, 313
as dynamic, 52
literal and metaphorical capabilities of, 

284–285
mastery of, 167–168
as multi-dimensional, 357–358, 360
as neutral, 123, 137
power of, 313
productivity of, 93
richness of, 217
rules of, 60–63
as shared, 37–38
and truth, 253–254
unity and diversity in, 247
universals, 142

languages games, 318–319, 368
langue, 333n4
last Adam, 105n1, 208
law, incomprehensibility of, 72
Lazarus, resurrected through language, 11
learner’s perspective, 151
leprosy, healing of, 210–211, 216
Lévi-Strauss, Claude, 316
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Lewis, C. S., 109, 381n22
life, 112
light, creation of, 27
linguistic meaning (Chomsky), 340–343
linguistics, 88–89, 171, 332
listening, 175–176
logical positivism, 351–52
logocentrism, 377–378
logos, 73, 378
loneliness, 315
Longacre, Robert E., 142n8, 248n8, 248n10
longings for redemption, 217–218, 226, 231
Lord (name), 277
Lordship, attributes of, 298
love, 140

for God, 299
and listening, 175–176
for neighbor, 299, 309
and understanding, 177

Lyotard, Jean-François, 225n7

Marduk, 220–221, 227
Marxism, 221, 316, 379
materialism, 109, 221–223
maturity, 105, 106
meaning, 150, 297–298, 315–316

in behavioremes, 157
Chomsky on, 335–337
and commission, 101
correspondences in, 236
in creation, 26
and fall, 106
in genre, 189
in God’s speech, 24–28
in human speech, 30–31
integrity and stability in, 246
and interpretation, 173
Saussure on, 333–335

meaninglessness, 315
metalinguistics, 89, 358
metanarrative, 225n7, 239n10, 381–382
metaphor, 58, 61, 283, 284–285
metaphysics, 273
middle English, 65, 280
mini-redemptions, 209–211
miracles, 68
missions, as “civilizing the heathen”, 144–145
mixture of truth and error, 110, 114, 116
modernism, 109, 239n10, 304–306, 307

emphasizes rationality, 324–325
on interpretation, 183
on language, 38
on meaning, 179
on religion as subjective, 232

and social sciences, 316–317
on uniformity, 148

monologue, 86, 158, 243, 356
monotheism, 134
morality, 307
moral law, 68, 74–75
morphemes, 273n5
Mosaic law, 211
Moses, 211
Most Holy Place, 92–93, 95
multiculturalism, 225, 233
multiple perspectives, 373
mutual indwelling. See also coinherence

in human communication, 32
of Trinity, 21–22

myth, 219–220, 226–227, 229–231

name of God, 276–279
naming, 23, 30
nations, 126, 129
natural sciences, 170
nature, divinization of, 72–73
Nazism, 110
negative theology, 380n20
neutrality, 123, 137
new creation, 47
new heaven and new earth, 99, 140
new Jerusalem, 99
new life, 121
Nichols, Anthony H., 347
Nida, Eugene, 339–348
Nietzsche, Friedrich, 379
Nirvana, 299–300
Noah, 119
noise, in human communication, 190
nominalism, 275–276
non-Christians, 247, 299
noninspired speech, 166–167
nonkernel sentences, 336, 341–342
normative perspective, 43n2, 184–185, 281

and redemptive stories, 215, 216

obedience, 105
occasioning incident (story), 199
one and the many, 275–276, 327–331
ontology, 273
opponents, 205
oral communication, 261n4
ordinary language philosophy, 143–144

panentheism, 35, 73n11, 230
pantheism, 35, 73n11, 164, 299
parables, 189, 216
paragraph, 88
parole, 333n4
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particle perspective, 52–54, 56, 86–87, 154, 264
on Biblical interpretation, 178, 180–181
in Plato, 327

particularity, 329
of redemptive stories, 214–215

passive sentences, 254–255
patient, 248, 249, 250
Paul, in Athens, 135, 164
peace, 127–128, 144
Pentecost, 126–127, 252n1
peoples, 124–125
perichoresis, 21
perlocutionary effect, 357n17
perspectivalism, 43n2, 184–185, 215, 281
perspectives, 138–139, 150, 254, 330–331
phatic dimension of language, 358
phenomenal and noumenal, 317
Philo, 73
philosophy, 143–144
phonemes, 150, 261, 271
phonemics, 151n3
phonetics, 151n3
phonological rules, 61n2
phonological subsystem, 261, 263, 266, 267, 268, 

271, 273, 376n12
phonology, 346
phrases, 88
pictographic systems, 262
pieces within pieces, 87–88
Pike, Kenneth L., 52, 151n3, 152, 153n6, 155, 

263n9, 266n12, 348, 354, 356n16
Plato, 273, 326–328
plot, 196–198, 213, 215, 218
poetic dimension of language, 358
poetry, 187
Polanyi, Michael, 60n1
political study, 316
polytheism, 17, 141n7, 179n12
Pontius Pilate, 389
postmodernism, 139, 144, 224–226, 239n10, 

306–310
and adequacy of language, 253
on constructs, 151–152
cruelty of, 226n8
destabilizes, 317
as destabilizing meaning, 316
on diversity, 146, 148, 247, 276n9
doubt within, 311–319

and field perspective, 246
as irrational, 324–325
on language, 38
on meaning, 179, 183
on subjectivity, 313

power, of rules, 69
Power (Sayers), 34–35

pragmatism, 207n3, 318
Pratt, Mary Louise, 149n1, 362n31
prayer, 19
preaching, 12
preliminary incidents (story), 199
prescriptive linguistics, 62–63
presence

in behavioremes, 157
and blessing, 101
in creation, 26
deconstruction on, 377
and fall, 106
and field perspective, 57
in genre, 189
in God’s speech, 24–28
in human speech, 30–31
as immanence, 95, 321, 322
and interpretation, 173
and wrath of God, 108

pride, 121, 145, 176, 309
priests, 101, 202–203
primary cause, 40, 54, 236, 249, 257
productive (audience-focused) perspective, 173n6
promise, 357
promise and fulfillment, 341
promises of God, 108
propaganda, 313, 314–315
prophets, 101, 202–203

killing of, 375
as mediators, 385

propositional truth, 369
Propp, Vladimir, 200–203, 204, 205, 217
providence, 24
Psalms, 187, 189, 191
public school, 305
punishment, 76
purity, of thought and imagination, 176
purpose, 223, 226n9

questions, 243–244, 245
quotation, 88–89

rationalism, non-Christian, 322
rationality, 70–71, 324
readers, 168–169, 367
realism, 275
reason, 239n10. See also autonomy

as hero, 221
as villain, 225

rebellion against God, 48, 74, 79, 80, 103–104, 
107, 164, 218, 230, 299, 314, 381

and language, 104–106
recompense, 205, 207–208, 212
recompensers, 205
reconciliation, 80, 144, 147–148

PoythressLanguageBook.indd   407 5/14/09   4:47:04 PM



408 Index

redemption. See also mini-redemptions
as a story, 206
counterfeit stories of, 219–227, 232
as re-creation, 226
richness of, 217

reductionism, in translation theory, 348–349
redundancy, 191
reference, 259
referential commonality, 260
referential dimension of language, 358
referential subsystem, 263, 266, 267, 376n12

and meaning, 274
and words, 270–271

Reformation, 145–146
regularities, 236, 238
relational perspective on language, 55–56, 58
relations, 179, 282–283
relativism, 183, 306, 307
religion

as human invention, 230
as merely subjective, 232
taming of, 144

religious commitment, 106, 111
religious experience, 230
resolution (story), 197, 199
restlessness, 300
Revelation (book of), 107, 188
reversing polarities, 378–379, 380
rhetorical questions, 244
righteousness, 76
Robinson, John A. T., 240n13
roles, 199–202
Rorty, Richard, 226n8
ruach, 20
rules, 60–63, 79, 318

beauty of, 75–76
change of, 65–66
goodness of, 74–75
of language, 60–63
plurality of, 72
power of, 69
rectitude of, 76
as Trinitarian, 77

Russell, Bertrand, 350
Russian folktales, 200–201, 217

sanctification, 120–121
Satan, 104, 111–112, 322

as counterfeiter, 112–114, 323
defeat of, 122, 133
deliverance from, 146
keeping people in bondage, 136
as liar, 220
speech of, 109
as tempter, 205

victory over, 213
as villain, 207

Saussure, Ferdinand de, 153n6, 261n4, 333–335, 
375–376 

Sayers, Dorothy, 34–35, 42
science, 170, 239n10, 344–345, 351
scientific laws, 66–67, 79, 236
Searle, John R., 319n10, 353–368
secondary causes, 40, 54, 236–237, 257
second death, 112
second language, learning, 272
secular historians, 236–237
secularism, 109n6
selfishness, 308, 309
semantic analysis, 336, 337
semantic domains, 347n33 
sender, 203
sentences, 88, 243–244, 253
Septuagint, 135
serpent, speech of, 104–106
Seth, 93
setting, 198
shadows, in Old Testament, 211
Shakespeare, 65
signified, 375–376
signifier, 375–376
sin, 40, 104, 135, 166, 374
situation, 215, 233
situational perspective, 43n2, 185, 281

and redemptive stories, 215, 216, 233
skepticism, 229n1, 238, 314, 318
slavery to sin, 48
social sciences, 170, 316–317
sociology, 38, 316
Son

as patient, 252
relation to Father, 45–46
sending of, 206
as speech, 21, 31
will of, 386
work of, 100

sound, 261–262, 263–264, 268, 271
source, 248
Souriau, Étienne, 201, 204
speakers, 21–22, 32–34
special grace, 118
special office, 184
special revelation, 184
speech acts, 61n3, 186, 319, 353–369, 378n15
speeches, 21–22, 32–34
spirit, 20
spiritual darkness, 135, 136
spiritual death, 112, 116
spirituality, 109n6
spiritual war, 80–81, 107, 123
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380n20, 387, 388

stability, 52, 53, 56, 58, 86
and creativity, 183
of meaning, 63, 169, 178, 246

standing back, 170–171, 312n2
statements, 243–244, 245
stepping back, 367–368
Stoics, 73, 134n5
Stoker, Hendrik G., 305
stories, 195–205

complexities of, 204
diversity in, 213
and truth, 247

Strauss, David Friedrich, 229n1
structuralism, 316
structural linguistics, 38, 316, 332–337, 338
subcultures, 130, 154, 177
subjectivity, 313
substitutionary exchange, 117, 132, 146,  213
subsystems, of language, 86n1, 259–268
suffering, 226n8
superstition, 221, 223–224, 226n9
suppression of knowledge, 219, 230
suspicion, in deconstruction, 379–380
syllabic systems, 262
symbolic logic, 350–351
sympathy, 309–310
syncretism, 147
synonyms, 275
syntagmic relations, 334

tabernacle, 91–93, 94
tacit knowledge, 60
tagmemic theory, 266n12
tautologies, 351–352
teaching gifts, 183–184
temple, 91–93, 277
temptation, 113
Ten Commandments, 25, 43, 69, 74, 268, 291–292
tension (story), 197, 213
terrorism, 309
testers, testees, 205, 207
tetragrammaton, 18, 278
text, deconstruction on, 371–372
textlinguistics, 348
theistic evolution, 71n9
theistic proofs, 80
Third World Christians, 146
Thompson, Francis, 284n5
Tiamat, 220–221, 227
tolerance, 139, 144, 225, 306–307, 308, 310, 316
totalitarianism, 110
traitor, 200
transcendence, 89–90, 94–96, 225, 368

Christian view of, 234, 321–325, 374n9, 387
non-Christian, 236, 321–324, 328, 374n9, 

380n20, 387
transcendental apologetics, 80n2
transformation, 142, 336, 340
transformative generative grammar, 362n31, 

363n35
transitive clauses, 257
translation, 338–349

as art, 345, 348
as science, 345
and truth, 253
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