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[BEXRE]
George Lindbeck of Yale Divinity School in his book The

Nature of Doctrine (1984) proposed a cultural-linguistic under-
standing of religion in which doctrines function like a Kantian a
priori that shapes the entirety of believers’ life and thought. This
postliberal approach is in contrast with two rival theories of reli-
gion and doctrine; [i] the premodern “cognitive-propositional”
theory in which doctrines function as informative propositions or
truth-claims about objective realities;and [ii] the liberal “experi-
ence-expressionist” theory in which doctrines function as nonin-
formative and nondiscursive symbols of a common core of human
experience of inner feelings, attitudes or existential orientations.
Lindbeck argued that his is a better approach in terms of contri-

butions to ecumenical dialogues.

What is new in Lindbeck’s approach is his emphasis on the
“performative”, or “regulative” function of doctrine. While shed-
ding some new lights on the nature of religion and the rule-
function of doctrine in “cultural-linguistic” terms,Lindbeck in ef-

fect reduces religion to nothing more than an in-group language,
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and doctrinal truths to what he calls the “intrasystemic truths”
where consistency and coherency within the system are most im-
portant. It is argued that, contrary to Lindbeck’s claim, language
systems are not unrelated to reality, and natural sciences cannot
be reduced to symbolic systems without remainder. Moreover, in
learning a language, one is not only concerned with grammar but
also with content, not only with the how-question (the art or rule
of speaking) but also with the what-question (its truth). Finally,
Lindbeck appears to confuse Nicene homoousion with
communicatio idiomatum in his notion of homoousion as a second-
order rule of speech, and confuse “use” with “truth” in his insis-
tence of valid performance as a condition for truth. In spite of
Lindbeck’s good intention, theology becomes solipsism and ecu-
menical dialogue becomes meaningless and impossible. While in-
sights offered by the “cultural-linguistic” approach are wel-
comed, without a prober grasp of the objective and ontological
truth, Lindbeck’s reductionist approach fails as an adequate in-

terpretation of the Christian faith.
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