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INTRODUCTION

The meaningfulness of religious language is a relatively
recent focus of concern in philosophy of religion. Until the
twentieth century the debate between theist and non-theist
(whether atheist, agnostic or skeptic) seemed to be a meaning-
ful issue. All sides of the dispute seemed to be.agreed about
the meaninzfulness of the issues debated and éttacks on
Christianity and related theistic faiths generally argued
either (1) the basic dogmas of religion wefe elther false or
(2) unknown to be true, Claim (1) was usually supported on
empirical grounds, that is, sclence or common sé€nse or biblical
criticism showed that such presumably key doctrines of the
Christian religion as creation, original sin, eternal punish-
'ﬁent and divine revelation were untenable because of the
findings of geology, blology, linguistics and ancient history.
In addition philosophefs such as Hume and M4ill attacked theism
on both empirical and loglcal grounds particularly stressing
the problem of evil, It‘was held by many others that certain
key dogmas of religion contradicted each other so that it
seemed that on grounds of logic and/or experience theism was
in difficulty.

But theism stubbornly refused to be falgified so easily
so that with the advent of the positivist movement in the

twentieth century non-theists influenced by logical posi-
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tivism switched their attack from the level of the truth of

religious lanzuage to its meaningfulness., Many began to

suspect that nothing could'falsify thelsm since more sophis-
ticated theists seemed unmoved by the powerful attacks on
theism from empirical quarters,

In the 1940s John Wisdom was able to argue that the
issue between theist and non-theist was not an empirical iséue
after all, He likened it to two trevellers who came across an
apparently deserted garden and engaged i1 a hsated debate on
whether or not there was a gardener respgnsible for the origin
and upkeep of the garden, They were unable to detect the
putative gardener by eémpirical means znd the believer (in the
gardener ) kept modifying his thesis so thet the gardener be-
ceme an invisible, intangible, eternally elusive gardener and
consequently undetectable by empirical methods, The evidence
concerning the conditionAof the garden was quite ambiguous,
sometimes indicating care (by the putative gardener) sometimes
indicating unconcern,

Antony Flew took this parable and used 1t to point to
the meaninglessness of religious utterances, But Flew's
attack'on theism(which is the sterting point of the thesis)is
much more subtle than the simple neo-positivism outlined |
above might indicate, Ve shall explore the multi-faceted
nature of hié (and R. Hepburn's) attack which in many ways
fevives many of the old logical considerations of Mill, Hume
et., 2l, In addition we ghall consider one prominent means of
meeting the challenge of Flew: the method of model-con-

struction,
vi



The major figure to be considered here 1s Ian Ramsey
whose Whidden lectures of 1963 will be analyzed and compared
with his other several short monographs on religious language.
The two major concepts of religious doctrines to be considered
are 'God' and 'immortality', the two most difficult but two
most interesting problems in religious language,

Chapter one will explore Ramsey's first lecture, a cm-
parison of theolozical and scientific models. In this lecture
Ramsey introduces the concept of 'empirical fit' his sub-
stitute for the positivist principle of “empiriéal verification/
falsification.

Chapter two will exemine Ramesey's concept of the role of
models in Psychology and the social sciences in which he
elsborates the concept of 'personal model' e model he applies
especially to the word 'I' and also to the terms 'freedom'
and ‘'duty' both of which he relates té 'I', 'I' for Ramsey
is a paradigm for all metapvhyslcs and a key, the best logical
to the understaﬁéing of 'God'. The basic point Ramsey

key

E
trieg to show is that all these words 'I', 'God' etc. involve
more than observables, This attempt to iranscend the ob-
servable and yet maintain an empirical basis for his claims is
one éf Ramsey's key aims,

| In chapter three we examine lecture three on models and
qualifiers and explore Ramsey's application of these to the
concept of 'God'. Here we examine in great detail his dis-

cussion of the characterizations of God in chapter two of

Reliziocus Lansuage, the most important section in all of
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Ramsey's works since'it is here that he attempts tco cash in
his God-models as empirical currency.

In chapter four we turn to two other philosophers of
religion who have discussed the role of models in elucidating
religious language: Frederick Ferré, and William Austin,
Ferré discusses models under the categories of type, scope and
status and we sheall see that his concept of model contrasts
strikingly with that of Ramsey and is much closer to the
philosophers of science than Ramsey's coﬁcept‘is.

Austin's major idea is 'complementarity' by which he
‘parallels the scientific use of the 'complezentary' models
of wave and particle to explain optical phenomena with the
theologian's use of complementary models ﬁo explaln religious
phencmena.,

In chapter five we attempt an overall assessment of
model~-construclion in religious language considering criti-
ques from diverse sources ranging from non-theists like R,
Hurlburtt and A, Flew to éyﬁpathetic critics like H. D.

Lewis and Austin himself, who has very interesting critiques
Qf Ramsey,

The discussion i1s considerably broadened in chapter five
to include =z coasideration of John Hick's 'eschatological
verification', an attempt to link God-talk witn discourse
about immortality. At this polint the problem of disembodied
consciousness, raised in chapter one, 1s examined in some
detaill and applied to both of the above but especielly to

God-talk, )



The issue of falsifilability is disposed of cursorily
and it is arguéd that the theist has problems but (a) not in
connection with meaning dbut with truth and (b) not with falsifi-

cation but with verification since 1t is easier to stipulate

what.would count agalinst theism then it is to show what would
vefify it, It is also suggested thalt on two other counts at
least the theist has difficulties with religious language:
one on the baslis of coherence and the other oh the basis of
his (the thelst's) abuse of ordinary lanéﬁage; But these

are not explored in any great detail since the major issue

in this thesis is Flew's neo-positivist falsification chal-

- lenge and Ramsey's attempt to meet it,

In connection with this iater point it is coacluded that
Ramsey (as well as Ferr€ and Austin) have left too many
logical and eplistemic gaps in thelr reasoning to allow us to
conclude that they have answered the proble@ raised in (a)
above. Thus the verdict on Ramsey's case for Curistlanity,

so far, must be 'Not proven',
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CHAPTER I

Since the appearance of the Flew-Wisdon! parable of the

gardener the problem of the meaningfulness of religious language
has tended to focus on the issue of emprical falsifiability.

This parable introduced a new stage in the discussion of the
status of religious language, Vhereas the poéitivist had tended
to dismiss it (along with pronouncements of metaphysics and
ethics) as cognitively insignificant because of its alleged
unverifiability, Antony Flew's attack is much more subtle,

Rather than dogmatically ruling religious utterances out a priori
he issues a simple challenge, He notes that such putative
aséertions as "God loves us" are qualified and modified until

they seem to die the death by a thousand qualifications,®

Faced with thié situation Flew simply asks "Just what would
have to héppen to entitle us to say 'God does not love us' or
even 'God does not exist? I therefore put ... the simple
central question, 'What would have to occur or to have occured
to constitute for you a disproof of the love of, or of the
existence of, God?"> |
As can be seen, Flew has replaced. the ﬁraditiohal
positivist criterion of meaning with something more like
Karl Popper's criterion of falsifiability. He does not ask
"What.empirical observations would tend to verify or lend

support $o theological assertions?" but rather, "What empirical

evidence would falsify or constitute evidence ggainst



theological assertions?"

It might be more accuraﬁé to say that the theologian
‘(and philosopher of religion) rather than having an old prob-
lem replaced by a new one 1s now in fact confronted by two
proﬁlems instead of just one, Or one might merely say that
what we have are really opposite sides of the same coin.
Falsifiability and verifiability are obviously closely related
and the theologian has a difficulty no matter what side of the
coin he opts for. Of course he can reject the problem altogether
and deny that the categories of emﬁrical verification/fal-
sification are relevant to religious discourse. But this
attitude is somewhat irrational, The bufden of proof, it seens,
is.on the theologlen on at lesst two counts,

(a) Despite the numerous qualifications that have been
and may have to be made for the original positivist criterion
(eg. dispositionsl terms, unobserved entities, fiction, con-
ditionals, and first~pfinciples that are not analytic nor
empirical-axioms, postulates, etc.) it certainly would be
strange for a person to put forward a theory in a respectable
academic discipline (kﬁﬁﬁétL rathematic and logic of course)
such as chemistry, psychology, history, economics, ete,,
while refusing to allow evidence to count against it or with-
out putting forward evidence in its favour., None of the
writers on rel;gious language I have consulted have denied the
utility of the falsifiability/verifiasbility criteria (if
suitebly qualified) for the natural and social sciences, It

would then seem to be incumbent on the theologlan to demon-



-3 -

strate that religious language ought to be an exceptlion to the
rule. ~

(b) If the theologian is unable and unwilling to allow
anything to count against his assertion the same 1s not true
of the unbeliever, Hume, J, 5. Mill, Flew and many others are
ready to confront the theist with the problem of evil. It is
no celncidence that Flew uses as an example of unfalsifisble
theological utterances "God loves ug as a father loves his
children".4 For the existence of human pain and suffering is
relevant to this éssertion and seems to count against it.

Further the distributiocon of pain and evil (the suffering of the

innocent, the prosperity of tyrants and cfiminals) seems to
count against God's justice if the term "justice" is used in
its ordinary sense,
| Confronted with the problem the theist must either re-

treat to obscurantism of present a cogent explanation of evil
and evidence for the propostition "God loves us"", For if we
have a proposition p and there is evidence against 1t but no
evidence for it then it is plainly irrational to believe p.
And this is exactly the situation that seems to pertain to
the assertion "God loves us',

At this point the theist can make a number of moves
(apart from obgcurantism which is philosophically uninteresting):

1. The theist could deny that religlous utterances are
assertions despite their formal similafity to ordinary asser-
tions. This would give us a non-cogrnitive account of religious

language in terms of emotive, conative and/or prescriptive
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discourse,
2. He could mainteain tﬁat there is evidence for the
proposition "God exists" in the theistic proofs. In fact
this would invalidate Flew's whole approach, since, as stated,
.it is clearly incomplete. For (a) i1f the ontological argument
is valid the proposition "God exists" is analytic and con-
sequently empirical evidence becomes irrelevant, And (b) if
the other proofs (especially the cosmological and teleo-
logical) are cogent then there is an empirical base for religious
language that has to be dealt with by Flew and one would be
entitled to ask what would falsify his position,
5. One could try to explicate religious language by the
use of analogy, metaphor, and models, the validity of which
is measured by a different standard than that of the fal-
sification/verification principle, but which nonetheless main-
talas an emplrical basis or anchorage, It is this sort of
move that people like Ian Ramsey and Fredrick Ferré make in .
order to preserve the intelligibility of religlious discourse,
They face in this endeavour a number of problems: (I)
They must show that the criteria they wish to substitute for
the verification/falsification principle are tenable sub-
stitutes., (II) They need, it seems, not only general
theological models and a particualr theistic model but above

21l a theodiclal”® model to incorporate the problems Flew,

Hume, J.L. Mackie and H.d, McClosKeyb would raise concerning
the existence and distribution of evil in the cosmos,

(III) They must clarify the relation their models bear to
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"reality", ie. what sort of oitological status the models
have, what type of ontological commitment they entail. In
addition they ought to be able to indicate that there are good
reasons for opting for their models rather than, say, a |
naturalistic model of the universe,

In this thesis I intend to compare and contrast the
approaches of Ferré and Ramsey to the problems of religious
language, their explications of the function, role, and status
of theological models indicating the strengths and wesknesses

of their respective approaches, In so doing, I will attempt

‘to answer two basic questions already hinted at:

A, Vhat ontological commitment or reference do these
models entall?

B. Do they solve or at least help to solve the problem
of the meaningfulness of religious language vis-

a-vis the verification/falsification principle?

The former ralses the problem of reference, the meta-
physical (or ontological) issue, whereas the latter raises
the problem of sense, the epistemic (or methodological)
issue.

Iaﬁ Ramzsey has probably done more in the field of explica-
ting the models of'theology than anyone else, Most of his
bboks are attempts to apply the methodology of model con-
struction to various arcas of Christian doctrine. The two
works of hisg that will be the major focus of attention will be

his Religious ILanguage and Models and Hystery, a work based

on the 1963 Whidden lectures. I will start by considering the

latter since in it he sums up the methodology which he employs
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in his other works and presents and elaborates his concept
of models, stressing the similerities and differences between
those of theology and the natufal and social sciences, In
addition he attempts to clarify the relation of models to
both qualifiers and mystery, and the affinities they have with
metaphor and analogy. Ve shall then explore how he applies
this general methodology to particular religious dogmzs

especially concentrating on Rellglous lLanguage since it 1is in

this work that he articulates the concept of God by use of
models and qualifiers. VWhile not ignoring other areas of

religious language I wish to concentrate on the key concept

e g g L

Giad pd A8

: ‘ Y I SN

¢ bty § W B8 bt VL ED e e

o W » VR T VUG Y A .
. AL

i :

tog Tdyand
tom Thyd

¥ { Gt A

o g rans
of God. 5ot/ N B ST
AVY ) 4

This can be justified by pointing out that the meaning of
‘many religious utterances 1s dependent upon the meaning of
the word "God". For example, the expressions "Christ is the
Son of God", "the grace of God", "the law of God", "the Church
of God") "man is the image of God", "the Bible (Koran, etc.)
is the word of God" all employ terms that are meaningful per
se¢, that is, in the contekt of ordinary language and in

which it would be possible to substitute a‘proper name while

reteining a meaningful expression,

But if the word "God" is itself nonsensical then the

.

expressions above are also, These expressions have meaning

if and only if "God" is meaningful,

So far it may seem that the theist has merely one problem

[

oy,
e
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when 1t comes to religious language, namely the neo-positi-
vist challenge of Flew, But ‘in fact there is at least one
other standpoint from which the theist can be attacked:
that of ordinary language. 'This also, like the neo-positi--
vism of Flew, 1s an outgrowth of the logical positivism of
the inter-war years,

Flew himself uses this technique especially in chapter

two of God and Philosophy but it is also exemplified in Ronald

Hepburn's Christianity and Paradox. (Both Flew and Hepburn

acknowledgze their indebtedness to each other,) This attack,
while it makes use of the modified posgitivist criterion of mean-
ing, puts more emphasis on the paradoxicai (1f not contra-
dictory) language of theism and its use (or abuse) of termin-
ology from ordinary language. To take an example, Christian
‘theiste (following the Bible) speak of God seeingg hearing, will-
ing, acting in the world and speaking to man, The Bible also

speaks of Ged's eyes, hands, ears, etc.

’

that is, the organs
with which we associate sensations, volitions, thouzhts et al.
in ourselves and other people, But the creeds of the church
assure us that God is "without body, parts, or passions,"

HNow to avoid the'charge of contradiction (and of anthro-
pomorphism) the sophisticated theologian will reply that talk
of God's eyes, heart, mind (although this last may be an excep-
tion) is not to be taken literally., Yet God thinks, wills and
in some sense sees (is conscious of) what goes on in our world.

Thisg challenge of the linguistic philosopher raises

problems for the theist in at least two different areas. For
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the above example, while it may seem to raise only the prob-
lem of disembodied consciousness, has ramifications not only
for Goé-talk but also for discourse regarding immortality.

The latter problem 1s an interesting one in that it is
both independent of and closely related to the problem of
"God", To demonstrate this note that‘while I pointed out above
that expressions like "son of God" and "law of God" depend for
their sense on the meaning of "God" (zssuming it proper to
speak of proper names as meeningful; but is "God" a proper
name anyway?) this is not true of expressions concerning immbr—

!

tality, The assertion "Socratés is immortal” is meaningful

whether or not "God" is., 1In this way bellef in immortallty is
logically d1stinct from re119¢ous 1an\uage and not neceqsarily
../”\\W#‘w s e o b e v T i

a religious belief at all (Plato s bellef in 1mmornd1¢ty

doesn't seem to be rellgious but phllosophiCal) While we have

e e R

< e

avtendency to think of belief in God and belief in immortality
as related (and as a matter fact they often are) there seems to
be no conceptual necessity iinking the two, One can believe

in God but not in immortality and vice versa,

However, it would not be difficult tc connect the two
conceptually and to raise a dilemma for the theist, There seem
to be only tvwe ways in which to maintain the intelligibility
of immortality-}anguage: 1. one could defend a Flatonlic-
Cartesian dualist view of man as two distinct but mysteriously
related entities; a material body on the one hand and an in-
corporeal mind-scul on the other, This means that the latter

can exist independently of the former and it makes sense to
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speak of disembodied consciousness hence immortality is per-
fectly plsusible, This seems?to be the position of traditional:
theism as represented by Augustine, Aquilnas and St. Paul.7
2. The second line of defence would be to adopt an Aristo- -
telian-Strawsonlan position on man and regard him as a unity)
not a duality)of body and mind with the latter being not a
substance but capacities, dispositions, ete, In this case
man could not survive death since the mind is inextricsbly
connected to (but not identical with) the body., 1In this case
immortality could be maintained but only on the ground that
the whole person, body and mind (consciousness) will Pe recon-
stituted (presumably by God) at some point after death., This
is the position adopted by John Hick in his defense of resur-
rection and eschatological verification.B

Neither alternative 1is particularly appealing to the
philosophical theist. If he opts for the former he has all
the difficulties associated with Hatonic-Cartesian dualism,.
difficulties that it would be superfluous to raise here

(Ryle's The Concept o6f Mind does this sufficiently well)., If

he opts for the latter he has all sorts of problems with per-
sonal identitﬁ.

Suppose he does opt for the latter and relies on the
concept of God's omnipotence and omniscience to stifle objec-
tions that (a)'these putatively resurrected persons could not
be the same persons who died atl such-and-such a time and place
and (b) they could not be known to be the same even if per

impossible they were. The thelst at this point still does
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not have disembodied consciousness for men but he still needs
it for God. He must therefore maintain that it is merely
a contingent empirical fact'that man is not a combination of
body and mind, '"Disembodied consciousness" would still be
meaningful (it has to be for "God" to make sense): it is
merely the case that God's consciousness is disembodied while
man's is not.

So while the theist can appeal fo resurrection to make
immortality intelligible in the face of his rejection of
disembodied consciousness (for man) he still needs the concept
for God and there are formidable difficﬁlties here, 1Is it
intelligible to attribute 1o God predicates of consciousness
(particularly sensations) while denying Him sense organs?

“without body, parts or passions"), Does it make sense to

speak of God thinking without a brain?

| These are difficult'questions for the theilst, questions
that strike me as being much more formidable that the neo-
positivist falsification criterion, In fact I shall argue

(A) that falsification is a relatively trivial problem that
can be disposed of much more easily that many theists (and non-
theists) seem to feel, (B) that, in fact, the old-style

verificatlion criterion is a stiffer test for the theist than

falsification éince it is much easier to stipulate what would
falsify theism than it is to stipulate what would verify it.
I shall also argue (C) that more difficult than either of the
above 1s the problem of "ordinary laﬁguage" especially when

predicates that derive their meaning from everyday human
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events and actions are applied to the "transcendental' realmn.
Complicating this is the problem of the internal consistency
of theistic discourse; (D) that Ramsey and Ferré have interes-
ting\but ultimately unsatisféctory soJutions to these problems
with their concepts of models and have not yet met the Flew-
Hepburn challenge; (E) that despite the formidable difficulties
concerning meaning (cited in (C) above) the real problem of
religious language, the ultimate difficulty for the theist is
not sense but reference,.

Now Ramsey is not unaware of these various difficulties,
particularly the ones regarding the extent to which ordinary
language 1s elther stretched by theilstic language to the
breaking point (or leads to incoherence). In fact, Ramsey
argues that religious language must be logically odd and Queer
from the standpoint of ordinary lanzuage. How then does he
propose to deal with these formidable problems?

The first two lectures in Models and Mystery deal with the

role of models in particular academic disciplines, the first
involving a comparison of scientific and theological models,
The second is & cursory examination of models in the "human"
sciences, psychology and social science. The third lecture
is most general of all, relating models and qualifiers in
various disciplines,

In chapteé one, Ramsey outlines three uses of models and
draws three parallels for theological models. He further
stipulates two conditions for sclentific models to meet,

Theological models are reqguired to meet the first but not the
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second (which is, roughly: the verification principle), But
Ramsey offers an alternative,po experimental verifica?ion in
his concept of "empirical fit" which he elucidates partly in
chapter two with reference to psychology, a field in which he
claims that "personal" models are needed which are of the
"empirical fit" type.9 In chapter three he stresses both the
relation of models and metaphors and that of models and gquali-

fiers, The former (models and metaphors) are supposed to be
10

the "basic currency"

for mystery. Qualifiers are held to be
the "route from model to mystery", 11

Ramsey begins chapter one by pointing out what he regardé
as an often overlooked and misunderstood common feature of
disparate academic disciplines: "the use they make of models" .12
He immediately connects this with the second key concept men-
tioned in the title: mystery. "It is by use of models that
each discipline provides 1ts understanding of a mystery which
confronts them all."lj Thus, we see at the outset not only
that models provide Nvscientif_‘ic and theological understanding"14
but that they élso point to mystery. In a sense they both
reveal (or disclose) and conceal.

Ramsey then raises the Platonic type question: "what is a
model1?"L> and gives a Wittgensteinian answer, calling upon the
history of science to see how the term "model" has been used,

He begins with -Lord Kelvin's well-known reference to mechanical
models, which is an example, he says, of a "scale model" or a
"picturing mode1",16 Othef examples of such models include

Bohr's model of the atom and Rutherford's solar system
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model, 7

While acknowledging that scale models are still useful in
understanding various phenomena hils whole argument "presup-
poses a new era in sclence, a new way of theorizing in terms
of models."18 This has important lessons for theology
because "the result is to make sclence not a picture language
about the universe but a collection of.distinctive, reliable
and easily specifiable techniques for talking about a
universe vwhich is ultimately mysterious".l9

Ramsey agrees that while there has been no explicit scale
model era in theology "much theological discourse has been
construed as if it incorporated scale models, picturing models,
less or more complex".eo Examples of this are alleged to be
the plcturing of God as judge, king, father and shepherd, He
concedes that there are "enormous advantages"" to this view-
point, two of which he regards as especlally relevant to his
purpose:

First, 1t [picture modela enabled the scientist

and theologian ,... to be articulate about elec--

trical phenomena, atomlc structure ..,.,. about

God ..... the significance of Jesus .,... rather

than take refuge in holy silence,

Second, pilcturing models beling replicas, they re-

produced identically important and relevant proper-

ties which also belonged to the object modelled, To

this extent the models provided the sclentist and the

theologian ..... with reliable genuine descriptions,2l

As we shall see Ramsey hopes to retaln these two advan-
tages of the picturing model while avoiding the crudities,

absurdities and pseudo-problems that too straight-forward an

interpretation would entail., This, it would seem, commits him
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to demonstrate at least tﬁree points in connection with
(theological) models: (1) Th3y must enable him to be articu-
late about religious phenomena while preserving mystery, (2)
They must reproduce important and relevant properties belonging
to the object modelled. To the extent that Ramsey is able to
do this he will clarify the znswer to the first of the key
questions I raised at the outside, le. the issue of "ontic
reference". (3) He should show that his models do avoid the
logical difficulties that the simplistic "picture" account
runs into. If he could accomplish this hé would have a tenable
case for his models,

Two problems arise in connection with the simple scale
model vlew, One is the question of compatibility., This is a
problem for both theologlcal and sclentific models, 1In the
latter we have the Tamiliar waveparticlé theories of light or
the dicotomy of the common sense and electron tables, In the
fbrmer we have the incompatibllity of king, father, etc. with
hquées of defence and strong towers.22 Secondly, pilcture médels
drain mystery out of religious language.23

Now a problem arises here for Ramse of which he takes
P s

‘cognizance, viz, What is the alternative? We seem to have

two choices - to "take refuge in the inexpressible, or sponsor
a scholastic doctrine of analogy”,24 Ramsey suggests a

tertium qQuid or what is in reality a combination of the above

two. For he attempts to preserve the mysterious (the inex-

pressible) in religion while making use of analogy via the

concept of "analogue models',
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The last term is borrowed from Max Black who in turn
borrowed the concept (but not. the term) from James Clerk
Maxwell, The latter was attempting to deal with the problem
of action at a distance involved in Faraday's concept of
lines of force, Maxwell wanted to mediate between the view
that they were "mere mathematical abstractions' and the view
that'they were picture models,25 that 1s, he tried to explicate
a "model which stands somewhere between a picture and a mathe-
matical formula"@® an "analogue model"27 a term, as noted,
borrowed from Max Black, alvithough Ramsey prefers the term
"disclosure model",

He gives reasons for this preference but first let us
lbok at a passage from Black cited by Ramsey:

An analogue object is some matsrial object, a system,

or process designed to repryduce as faithfully as

possible in some nsw medium the gtructure or web

of relationship in an original ... = the crucial

difference bpetween the two types of models is in

the corresronding methods of interpretation, Scale

models .... rely markedly upon identity: their

caim is to imitate the orizinal ,.. . On the other

hand, the making of analogue models 1s guided by

the more abstract aim of reproducing the structure

of- the original.2

Why does Ramsey prefer "disclosure" to "analogue" in des-
cribing the model? He agrees with Black that there must be
"structural similarity" without "sheer reproduction, replica
picturing".29 This is equivalent to "similarity-with-a
difference" and it is this that "generates insight, that leads
to disclosures when ... 'the light dawns'".20 It boils down

to a difference of concern., Ramsey 1s concerned with the

"context of discovery" - the origin of the model in dis-
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closure or insight whereas Black is concerned with its logical
structure - "the context of jﬁstification" although Rémsey
would maintaln that, in this case anyway, the former 1ls rele-
vant to the latter;

Now he argues that it 1s with this type of model that
"contemporary science is most concerned"t and cites as |
eyidence three uses of models enumerated by Dr. Leo Apostel:

(1) "First it is characteristic of scientific models that
they enable a theory, a deluctive system, and in particular
mathematical treatment'to be given in respect of phenomens
which are at present uninterpréted and lack a scientific
mapping, "2 As examples Ramsey cites the case of light
being treated in terms of linear propagation and then being
developed td cover reflection and refraction, and the use of
a computer ito model the nervous system, In each of these cases
"there'are SOmebfeatures of the phenomena ... which with some
features of the modei’generate a disclosure", >

(ii) "a médel may simplify the phenomena and the treat-
ment by singling ocut fundamental notions which agaln it
echoes in the disclosure which brings it to birth".3% This
is especially necessary where the theory or mathematical treat-
ment is so complex that it bewilders and renders articulation
problematical. . This, it is clear, corresponds with the first
advéntage of "scale models" ie. they enable us to be articulate
about the phenomené.

(11i) "Models also are profitably used in science when
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"

they are in some way "representative of or become proxy for,

a toplc which eludes our grasp or view, being somehow associa-’

ted with that topic in a disclosura."35

This 1s especilally
useful when the object studied is too big, too small, too
dangerous or too far away to be observed and experimented
with,

Ramsey pqints out the similarity regarding articulation
with scale models, But it is similarity-with-a-difference!
For now "articulation ... . is much more tentative than 1t

was before".36 Philosophers and scientists are much more

cautious in dealing with 1t. Some philosophers of science

subordinate the model to the mathematical and deductive theory

with which 1t 1s associated, But this raises a key issue:
"How can we be reliably articulate?">’

This in turn 1s not unconnected with one of our major
issues, an issue Remsey himself raises: "What is itse [ﬁhe
hodel'gl reference? VWhat sort of dntqlogical committment

?r|38

does it involve He raises the issue here in connection
with scientific rather than. theological models, The latter

issue is raised in Religious Lanquage.39

Rather than answering the questlon he gives us two con-
ditions which most hold 1f a disclosure model is to give us a
reliable scientific understanding of the phenomena. But, before
we look at thesge two conditibns I prefer to note the three

parallel functions of theological models. Then we can consider

the two conditions which scientific models have to fulfill

in connection with the two conditions he stipulates for theo-

logical models for at this point'the parallel breaks down,



In theoclogy:

"(1) Models can be seen as builders of discoﬁrse, as
giving rise to large-scale interpretations of phenomena that
so far lack = theological mapping."4o This can be both
éompared and contrasted with the parallel use of scientific
models, In both cases we are attempting to map uninterpreted
phenomena of religion. Examples of such models are those of
Messiah and Logos which were used "to make possible the emer-
gence of some reliable and conslstent large-scale doctrinal

ndl

discourse, It is the explication of this type of model

that is the theme of Ramsey's Christian Discourse and

Religious Language,.

"(2) In a second group come models which enable us to
make sense of discourse whose logical structure is so per-
plexing ds to inhibit literacy."#2 Its purpose is to "simplify
complex discourse ... by singling out one or other of the
fundamental notions it contains'.'.43 .This can be seen as even
more straightforwerdly parallel to the second function of

scilentific models,

"(3) In a third group come those models which enable us

to talk of what eludes us." ¥ Here again there is similarity-

with-a-difference vis-a-vig the scientific model, They too
enable us to grasp what eludes us but scientific objects do

not elude our grasp in precisely the same way that a theological
object does. Examples of such models are those that speak of
God as“King, judge and father. "5 It is especially appro-

priate that Ramsey uses the concept of God as his exanple
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here, for this concept as elaborated in Religious Language 1is

very elusive as we shall see,

.What then of the two conditions thet must hold? For

sclentific models they are:

"(a) "structurally the model must somehow or other

chime in with =znd echo the rhenomena .

... The model

arises in a moment of insight when the universe dis-
closes itself in the points where the phenomena and
the model meet ... . BSuch a disclosure arises around
and embraces both the phenomena and thelr associa-

ted model.

(b) In any scientific understanding a model is the
better the more prolific 1t is in generating de-
ductions which are then open to experimental veri-

fication and falsification."

What about theologlical models? " Do the same two con-

- ditions hold? Ramsey answers the first affirmatively and the

second negatively.

"In all cases the models must chime in with the pheno-

mena; they must arise in a moment of insight or disclosure", 47

But, "(b) It is, howéver, the second condition which most

sharply distinguishes the theological model from the

scientific model".48

Since condition (b) is virtually equivalent to
torious verification principle 1t is quite relevant
second major question, Ramsey is quite explicit in

its applicability to religious discourse, "A model

does not stand or fall with, a theological model 1s

the no-

tc our
rejecting
in theology

not judged

for its success or fallure by reference tc, the possibility

of verifiable deductions.”49

Is it a legitimate move? Is Remsey's position

intel-
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1ig;ble? Since, rather than excluding the verification fal-
sification principle from sciénce he explicitly commends it,
it 1s incumbent upon him tolexplain why the principle should
not épply to religious discourse. If it doesn't then is such

language cognitively meaningful? Ramsey suggest different

criteria for judging the adequacy of theological models,
which he sets forth not only in this section but also under his
discussion of condition 1, Are they adequate criteria? Can
they give the empirical anchorage to religious language
that would be supplied by the verificstion/falsification prin-
ciple if it were not ruled out a_priori?
What are these criteria then by which the adequacy of
theological models are to be judged?
It is rather judged by its stability over the widest
possible range of phenomena, by 1its apility to
incorporate the most diverse phenomena not incon-
sistently. A particular model in theology .... 1is
not now used to generate deductions which may or may
not be esperimentally verified .,.. it rather stands
or falls according to its success ... in harmonizing
whatever events are to hand,

The three major criteria for Ramsey then seem to be

scope, consistency and harmony. It is what he calls the "method
n 51

, a concept he elaborates and illustrates

of empirical fit
in chapter two. While different froa the verification prin-
ciple it functlons as a putative replacement., It is designed
for the same purpose: "It is ... important to see where
they resemble each other and ... to see where they face the

same problem and may each embrace the same solution_"52 But

before unpacking this concept we should perbaps look more
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closely at condition one as it relates to theological models,
It seems clear that it also bears some relation to
"empirical fit'" and is therefore relevant to the issue of
whether or not Ramsey has an acceptable substitute for the
verification/falsification principle:
There must be something about the universe and ‘
man's experience in it which, for example, matches
the behavior of a loving father ,... there must
be something about certain cosmic situations which
matches trose situations in which men find them-
selves in the presence of a judge or a king,>53

As examples Ramsey cites insights which originate par-

ticular models such as personal affection or slave release in

relation to the phenomena of Christian Iife, These 1n turn

lead to a better understanding of Grace and Atonement, The
same is true, he says, of Logos and Messiah and the concept
of revelation although he does not unpack such ideas in this
context.' |

On general grounds there seem to be no objectlons to this
method, although the‘application by Ramsey to particular |
examples does generate problems, But as an answer to Flew's
quéstion with which we began it may be guite feasible. TFor
implicit in the above question is a criterion which would
specify what counts against the Christian claim. If there
were nothing in the universe or cosmic situztion which did
not resemble the behaviour of é loving father or a judge
these claims would be falsified,

There is also the related problem, pointed out by Hume,

Flew, et al, that in fact many "cosmic situations" point to
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the opposite concluslon about a loving father, But I will
postpone discussion of this problem until we consider Ramsey's

somewhat sketchy theodicy in Religious Language,

ILet us first finish our analysis of chapter one of

Models and Mystery. Ramsey connects in the last part of this
cheapter, condition one and the problem of ontological com-
‘mittment. Having discarded the old-"picture model" view we
must ask "What on this view are models about?"S% |
The answer 1is complicated and is composed of two parts -
"they are in one sense about, they refer to, the observable
events in which they are either verified or find their
£1t".5% 80 in some way and in some sense they "correspond
‘ with reality". But even more important for Ramsey "They each
arise out of, and in this way become currency for, a universe
that discloses itself to us in a moment of insight."56 This
helps to solve, according to Ramsey,'the problem of "ontic
| reference" - '"The ontological committment arises in a dis-
| closure, and the model, whether in sclence or theology pro-
vides us with 1ts own understanding Qf ces what the discolsure
discloses."ST
Now it might seem that Ramsey has confused the contexts
of discovery and Jjustification. But he would undoubtedly reply
that the insight or disclosure - the discovery—é is quite
relevant to the justification of the use of theological models,
In fact, the two questlons ralised at the beginning - the issue

of ontic reference and empirical it - are inseparable for
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Ramsey. VWhether or not he can maintain this positibn will

be one of the major focl of the rest of the thesis,



CHAPTER TII

In Ramsey's first lecture we saw that he left us with a
number of problems especially those of ontic reference and
_”éﬁ@hﬂdéﬁi&t. He was primarily concefned with comparing and
contrasting theological and scientific models, stressing that
in neither case should the models be regarded as pictures but
rather as disclosure models., In his second lecture he
attempts to apply similar considerations to the models of
psychology and social science,

There are two basip concepts that we shell focus our
attention on in this chapter: That of personal model and that
of empiricel fit. I hope, for the sake of clarity, to keep
the two distinct but since they are somewhat entangled in
Ramsey's exposition this will not always be possible. For in-
stance he gives as ad.example of a personal model 'a loves b'
and zsserts that this is.the'type of model which has to be

judged on the basis of 'empirical fit'.l

I plan to depart
more from the schema of chapter ons. Iy intention is to be
more than expository by (a) adding a few critical comments
and_(b) referring to other works of Ramsey in order to eluci-
daté futher these two major concepts,

For Ramsey therg are three paradigms of disclosure models

which are particularly,useful and instructive if we wish to

map the logical geography of the term "God", By exploring
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these in some detail we will bé in a better position to
examine this key term ("God") in chapter three. These three
basic paradigms are "I" ‘“freedom" and'"duty". Of these the
first is most basic (to the understanding ofa"God”) partly
because it is basic to the understanding of "duty" and "freedom".
In another contekt, for example, he tells us that "in
this word 'I' we have a paradigm for all metaphysical iﬁte-

2 One such metaphysical integrator is “"God" and if

"our first move

asked how do we talk of this integrator worid
towards an answer must be - model 'God' on 'I'".3 In

Religious Language he also stresses the 'close logical kin-

ship between "God" and nper 4 7h Relizion and Science he un-

packs more clearly in what ways the 'logical behaviour of the
word "God" resembles that of "I"',5 ye shall be looking more
closely at this later but right now it ought to be Pointed
out that Ramsey's theolozy is going to be tied closely to his
theory of personal identity or the self and that his theory
is quite incompatible with a behaviourist, mechanistic or
deterministic account of human behaviour.

It is important to point out however‘that Ramsey's view
of the self is a necessary but not sufficient condition for
justifying God-talk. That is, he must make good his claim
that in the appropriate disclosure situatlions we are aware‘of‘
'more than observabless' if these are to be paradigm cases for
discourse about God, But even 1f he established this it by
no means entalls automatically that 'he has justified theistic

language. VWhat I propose to do in this chapter then is to



examine (A) Ramsey's concept of personal models with special
attention to the paradigms "I" and "freedom", (B) his concept
of eﬁpirical fit and (C) the putativé link between the "duty"
and "I" paradigms on the one hand and.the “"God" paradigm on
the other,

(A) Personal models

At the outset of the second Whidden lecture Ramsey, as
usual, is attempting to avoid a Scylla-Charybdls situation.
He wants to allow the behavourist and others with a propensity
to scientific rizsour to use mathematical models and scientific
method in thelr siudy of man, while preserving the uniqueness
and irreducibility of human persons and acts to mechanistic
or organic principles, He bezins by citing a psychologist with
behavouristic sympathies, R,C, Atkinson, who models psychology
on mathematical physics and expléins humen learning on the

basis of stimulus, response and reinforcement &all of which

are to be measured with mathematical precision.

Ramsey finds a couple of basic difficulties in Atkinson's
account, He feels that he overlooks the participant~observer7

"get" and "movement"S and he reduces

distinction by equating
persons to”organisms. But Ramsey 1s far from rejecting
Atkinson's models in toto. They are useful "as far as they
gé".9 But they do not, they'cannot (lggiggllz)go 21l the way.
For we are talking not merely about objects but about a
subject (which caznot be riduced to an ovject) and in fact

the concept "object"is logically incomplete without the

concept "subject".10 Ve have an insight into ourselves which
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is the basis of the psychological models and it is this in-
sight (in part) which leads ﬁany to claim that "the data of
psychology are somehow 'basically different from those of

the natural sciences'".ll

So far Ramsey's point is just as germaﬁe to the natural
as to the social sciences, Even a‘ciaim such as 'the nearest
star is 4,3 light years away" (a presumably objective claim)
entails a subject making the claim so that even here one can-
not eliminate the subjective reference,

Bﬁt an additional'factor complicates the picture in the
soclal sciences. Unlike physics or chemistry the subject-
matter of psychology includes not just objects but ourselves,
In studying learning, for example, we are studying an activity

in which we participaie unlike studying say the course of the

‘starry skies above, geological strata or inorganic chemistry,
(But what about organic chemistry?) Now in talking of human
behaviour in terms of models we must bear this in mind. In-
discussing learning we are discussing an action in which we
ourselves have participated and it is this 'occasion of bpar-
ticipation’ that gives rise to the model in a 'momeﬁt of
insight’.l2
This.insight gives rise to Ramsey's personal models. He
does not use the term here but he does speak of "tris personal

nl3

corrective (my emphasis) to Atkinson's talk of humans as

organisms, That we are organisms Raamsey does not deny. "But

e nlé

are we mor At this point he cites Peter Winch's argument
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that the account of human love (in Romeo and Juliet) is unin-

telligently described by using the same categories as thiose
applied to a sexually excited rat. Shakespeare does a much
better job at this point.15

The mistake of the Dbehavourist is the same as the mistaké
of Kelvin, He takes his models to be picture models. There
is less excuse for tnis blunder than there was for that of
Kelvin:

in the case of psychology, there ouzht to be an
absolute safeguard against these blunders., For
in the case of psychology all of us know at
once what.the model 1is %Eout. It is about
persons like ourselves,

Now there are a couple of problems we.might‘raise here:
first, how well do we know ouraelvesf Richard Taylor points
out that "our knowledge of man, of human history, of cultures
remote in time and distance, Tills volumes, and yet each of
us is bewildered by phat one being that is closest to him,
namely, himself ..., 1t seems that the simplest GQuestion one
can ask about himself - the question ... What am I? - is the

very hardest to answer".17 But perhaps Ramsey would agree with

this since he 1s as anxious as Taylor is to stress the

- mysterious character of man,

But second, how do we know that other persons are like
ourselves? One need not sponsor so absurd a theory as
solipsism to see that Ramsey has a problem here, He may have
insight into his own self but does he have the same type of

access to other persons? But let us lay aside these problems
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for now and push on.

Elsewhere Ramsey asks "Can human behaviour in principle
and on all occasions be adequately and satisfactorily treated
in terms of observables: 1in terms of what can be perceptually
veritfied?"*® That it can in part Ramsey is quite willing to

concede, In Religious language he says 'Plainly "I" is'in

part tractable in observationsal language.)l9 It 1s not some-
u 20

°

thing "entirely independent of our public behaviour
~In connection with cybernetics Ramsey again concedes that

the behaviourist is right as far és he goes. The study of the

brain has been greatly advanc@fby'this metnod but human

behaviour cannot be exhaustivedy described by these techniQues.21

There are at least two undesirable consequences that follow

from the behaviourist viewpoint: (i) There is no room left for

the concept of responsibility which further entails a "serious

tension between the two foundations of modern society, law

22 ang (11) eccentricity and individuality would

23

and science
be ruled out especially in education. But Ramsey fails to
establish that undesirability of consequences 1s a sufficient
reason for d¢isbelieving a theory. I find predictions of gloom
regurding man's fate undesirable (for example the theory that
mankind is doomed to extinction because of nuclear war,
famine! pollution etc.) but the undesirability of these hap-
penings is no argument against belief in their occurence,

Closely allied to the "I" parsdigm are the concepts of

t 5

"freedom" snd "immortality" and "duty". The first two of

these are the theme of Ramsey's Freedom and Immortality, which




- 30 -

elucidates in more detail what is entailed in his concept of
personal models. His concern here is to Jjustify discourse
about these two specific concepts mentioned 1n the title,
although Ramsey's account of immortality is much less clear
and less interesting than that of John Hick, (whose discussion
of immortelity will be considered in chapter 5), But how
does Ramsey Justify discourse abogt freedom and immortality?

"Each appeals to a similar kind of situation, a situation
not restricted to the ‘observables' of sense-experience”.24

Agalin we see the same theme as previously: human behaviour

cannot be exhaustively described in terms of observable be-

haviour. Thie is followed by the claim that similar con-
siderations Justify metaphysical and theological discourse:

the kind of situation which justifies belief

in freedom and immortality, is the kind of

‘situation to which we must appeal if we

seek an empirical Jusuification for the

language of metaphysics and philosophical

theology in general.2D

Ramsey then 1s committed to a defence of free will,

This concept 1s justified by eppealing to the decision-situa-
tion: 'the claim of free will is the claim that at a moment
of free decision there occurs a situation not restricted to
the spatio-temporal events it containS".26 This 1s connected
with our being ourselves, being "I", At the moment of decision
the word "I" covers more than the object-language of science
can talk about, The situation discloses the "'transcendent'
character of a man's personality" 27

We can make all the concessions we want to the bvio-
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chemist - we are organisms (ag admitted also in Models and

Mystery). We can admit tc economic conditioning, and allow
various instincte, inhibiticns, emotions, comglexes and the
unconsclious if necessary to eater as explanandum of human be-
haviour:

But 211 that grasnted the bteliever in free will

heolds that in a certaln kind of decisive action

& man realises himself as something more than

language or all of these stories - be they of

biochemistry, economics, psychology; and so

on-- talk about.23

Ramsey is quite confident that his concept of the self
cannot be endangered by such explanations because the models
of the social sciences like those of the natural sciences are
not picture models., The necessary corrective to this error
of Kelvinist soclal scientlsts 1s to stress the social,
human "character of our existence and behaviour.'?® Voting,
for example, is more than marking an X on a ballot., It in-
volves participation in the political 1life of the country.
Ramsey again praises Winch this time for his critique

of Durkheim's attempt to explain social life not by reference
to the participants but by "more profound causes unperceived
by consciousness”.Bo He furtner agrees with Winch that:
(a) models are as legitimate for the sociologist as for the

w31 oon ve

psychologist, (b) the concept of a "soclological law
useful and even (c) "single-factor" or "key-cause" theories
which cite only one variable (geography, economics, religion)

in terms of which the institutions and development of a

socliety are explained is a valid method.32 But in all cases
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we must recoznize that we have not told the whole story.

| Ramsey however wants to go beyond Winch. For not only
will the topic of psychological and sociological models be
"elusive to scientific languege which works in terms of
observable predictions"” (the kind sponsored by Weber, Pareto,
Durkhelm, Atkinson and the behaviourists) but "it is elusive
to the soccial language whose logicai significance and dis-
tinctiveness Winch rightly emphasizes".33

He attempts to illustrate this by reference to a dis-
agreement between VWinchn and Karl'Popper. The latter argued
that soclal institutlions are Just explanatory models introduced
by the social scientist for his own purposes, But this (accor-
ding to VWinch) is palpably untrue, The idea of war was not
invented byd;eople explaining what happens in armed conflict,
it belongs essentially to the behaviour of the people at war,
But the concept of gravity does not belonz to the behaviour of
the Talling apple buturather to the physicists' explanation of
the appie's behaviour.54
This means that in social studies we need not only

models with a scientific status but also "distinctively per-
sonal models - models of versons in relation'.®> These latter
models will be unlike the former in that their "links with

observable facts are not gredictive"Bs (my emphasis), Instead

"these models will work in terms of ... empirical fit. For
it is empirical fit rather than deductive verifications,

which characterizes models which are distinctively personal."37

The illustration Ramsey chooses 1is particularly appro-
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priate for our problem, It is "a loves b", The interesting
polnt about this is that we can substitute for 'a' and 'b'
noﬁlonly '"Tom' and 'Mary' but 'God' and 'man' (or 'his children',
'the church' etc. )

(B) Empirical Fit

What then is Ramsey's concept of empirical fit? Using
the "a loves b" model he points out that we may stipulaﬁe
verifiavle or falsifiable COnsequences. For the former we
might assert that "a loves b" entails that a will plan for
b's happinegs, for the latter that a2 will not be found causing
b's unhappiness.38 But both are defective for (i) a may be
planning b's happiness for.quite unworthy motives not for
love and (ii) love can be 'deepened“ "through tensions lived
through and redeemed“,39 so that a, though he loves b, may
cause‘g temporary unhappiness,

How then do we test the assertion "a loves b"? The test
"will be how stable the assertion is as an overall characteri-
zation of a complex multivaried rvattern of behaviour which
it is impossible in a particular case to specify deductively
beforehand, "*0

This test applies z2lso in psychology when it becones

4
"more explicitly personal’, 1 He uses the example of a

psychiatrist who diagnoses his patient as a "mild depressive".42

This could be merely a2 model with a biochemical context calling
for a drug prescription. In this case psychiatry would

n 43

work "like an ordinary science',
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But it could also be a personal model, that 1is
one to be further tested and tried out in
relation to the patient's whole 1life, The
psychiatrist will now test how adequate the
model is in providing an illumination of the
patient's total behaviour, by seeing how far
it fits what the patient says as he now Li
continues to speak further about himself,
The alleged advantage of thils is that it preserves the vir-
tues of the verification/falsification principle, that is,
the link with empirical evidence while avoiding conclusive
falsification: "the concept 'mlld depressive' when used per-

sonally has empirical relevance but it 1is never absolutely

falsified or completely verified", >

At this point one might well raise the important question

- 1s the difference between the concept of experimental verifi-

cation/falsification and Ramsey's empirical fit aé-great as
Ramsey seems to imagine?46 Is it the case for example

that any scientific theory is ever completely verified? One
of the stock objections to ﬁhe original positivist criterion
was that it rendered sclentific laws meaningless because they
are never completely verified.

In addition Hamsey seems to have a.rather simplistic
account of falsification as well, PFPerhaps some scientific
theories are "absolutely falsified"™7 even if none are
"completely verified", But the procedure is not nearly as
straightforward as Raméey (and Flew) seem to imagine. It
is germane to rolse Flew's name here even 17 Ramsey doesn't
since it is appsrent that Ramsey has Elew's parable in

mind. It s€ems more than colncidence that Rsmsey's form "a
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loves b" can be given Flew's content - "God loves us"48 Both
Flew and Ramsey seem to assume that falsificatioh is & rela-

tively strsightforward affair that can be easilly modelled

on modus tollens: pIg,~g .\~p.
But can Flew (or Ramsey) point to a éase in the history
of science where a scientist put forward a theory, performed
an experiment that tended to disconfirm the theory and édmitted
'Alas my beautiful theory has been conclusively falsified.'?
If Kﬁhn49, Feyerabend, Lakatos5o, et. al, are correct the

process of falsification is much more complicated than this.

It is much morevlikely that the scientist will do one of the

following: (a) feel there is something wrong in the experiment
not the theory (b) incorporate the recalcitrant data into his
theory by showing how, despité appearances, the theory is still

1,

tenable (c) alter or modify his theory slightly to incorporate
the data without abandoning the theory's most salient features,
This is roughly analogous to what the theist does,.

Faced with the phenomenaSl of evil he can allow that 1t counts
against nis assertions but not decisively. Basil Mitchell
comments that there i1s something odd about Flew's conduct
of the theologian's case and it seems he is right (even if we
don't accept his, Mitchell's, solution of the problem of evil):

The theologian surely would not deny that the

fact of pain counts against the assertion that

God loves mend2,...the theologian does recog-

nize the fact of pain as counting against

Christian doctrine, But it is true that he

will not allow 1T - or anything - to count

decisively ageinst it;53

I.M, Crombie also ellows that evil counts against the
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theistic conclusion and even goes beyond both Mitchell and
Ramsey (who, would agree rouéhly with Mitchell's posiﬁion)
in allowing the possibility of something that counted gggi;
glvely against the proposition 'God is merciful' - "suffering
that was utterly, eternally and irredeemably pointless”,54
although he doubts that there 1s such suffering55 or at ieast
that we could establish conclusively that there was,

The approaches of Mitchell and Cromble it seems go at
least part of the way to meeting Flew's challenge and since
this approach is similar 1f not ldentical with Ramsey's
concept of eapirical fit then Ramsey also'ggggll meets Flew's
assault, I say 'partly' because it is important in this
context to distinguish 'meaning' and 'truth', The real problem
in religious language from my perspective 1s not its meaning-
fulness but its truth, and this is especizlly true of "God
loves man',

Even if this lattér assertion is not as straightforward
as "Tom loves Mary" it is an intelligible assertion. This is
indicated even by Flew. The examples he uses (as well as those
of Mitchell and Crombie) show this. It is vulte significant

‘that Flew uses the existence of evil as evidence agalnst
"3od loves us" and hot "The sky is blue", "jupiter is the
largest planet in the solar system" or such irrelevant but
popular arguments as Copernlcan astronomy or Darwinian
evolution. But if we had no idea of whét "God loves us” means

then we could not know that the fact of evil is any more rele-
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vant to its truth than the cq;our of the heavens,

Yet this concession to the theist is still only ﬁartial.
One could agree that "God loves us" is meaningful in the same
way as "Hitler loved the Jews" or that "The king of France is
bald"?6 The presence of evil is a datwum that Ramsey has to
explain if his concept of empirical fit is to do the job. |
One can accept Ramsey's concept of empirical fit and still
decide that Ramsey's models do not pass his own test!

I began this digression by noting that Ramsey makes too
great a dlstinction between '"verifiable deductions" and
"empirical fit" especially in regard to their falsgifiability.
Nonetheless this does not make the distinction entirely

bogus. For the basic point is that prediction is not part of

empirical fit,

Ramsey uses two other examples of empirical fit and I
will sugzest a third. He takes the Oedipus model to be a
personal one as 1s friendshin, The fbrmer is an example of
"models finding their fit in an ever-widening social and
personal context, rather than in a scientific verification
or falsification of deductions arising from thém".57 The
latter "is a model which defies prediction and is of the
empirical-fit type".28 Note how Rémsey rules out prediction
as a criterion of personal models,

The further candidste I would suggest to 1llustrate
empirical fit would be 1iterature,59. How do we Jjudge whether
or not Antony loved Cleopatra,6o for example? BSurely not

by prediction of consequences. It 1s rather by an overall
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agsessment of the literary evidence., Again if we want to
answer the question "Who has é more adequate view of human
nature -~ Chaucer, Shakespeare, Dickens, Tolstoy or Stevenson
(in his Jekyll and Hyde model of man)?" empirical evidence
is obviously relevant but not eﬁidence of the predictive or
'verifiable deductions' type.

I mentioned earlier that Ramsey wanted to go beyondbeven'
Winch. It is not enough just to supplement scientific models
with soclal, personal ones. We must realize that even when
we use both we still do not grasp exhaustively "I". But
before we look at this I wouldolike to examine the concept of
empirical fit as Ramsey expounds 1t in other contexts., Then
we shall take a look at how FRamsey attempts to model hGod" on
"I".

In Christian Discourse Ramsey attempts to deal with the

problem of criteria by which to evaluate models aad what he
offers there amounts to an slucidation of the concept of
empirical fit., What happens for instance when we are con-
fronted by several apparently coaflicting models? ‘'Have we
any criteria of prefereance? Can we elucidate any domlinant
model? VWhat will be the most reliable discourse in which to
set the concept 'God 7" e are given four basic criteria:

The most reliable context for God will be

that which, avoiding clashes with other well-

established discourse about tne universe,

leads to articulations wnilch are subseduently

verified ,..~- and is thus & context which in

its totality is offered as the simplest, most

consistent, most comprehensive, and most co-
herent map of the universe,02
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We have then as criteria: (i) simplicity (ii) consistency

(iii) comprehensiveness and (iv) coherence,

- (e) Link with God-talk .
"Duty" is another important paradigm for Ramsey, It
"may arise as a metaphysical category".63 It arises in a situa-
tion where agaln there is involved more than observables, Ve
are confronted with an "objective challenge which is talked

n64 Note that what we have

of in terms of obligation and duty.
is not purely subjective even though 1t is slso non-observable,
The challenge is 'objective'. |

But if it is not observable we might réadily ask - how
do we recognize it? Since it is not something observable we
do not recognize it by any of our sense-organs. Rather we
recognize it by a disclosure. Now thls may seem somewhat
mystical but this is not Ramsey's intention.

He tells us that "We recognize something as an obligation

or duty, or more strictly as a prima facie obligation and

duty, when ... it presents 1tself to us in a disclosure
situation."65 The disclosure has an objective referent bup
not one that 1is observable., The disclosure amounts ﬁo extra-
sensory perception or intultion.

The latter term is one Ramsey generally avolds but does

66

not explicitly object to. In fact the term “prima facie

duty" reminds us of the ethical intuitionist Ross to whom

Ramsey refers in Freedom znd Immortalit367 where he also

speaks of prima facie duty and obligation and of duty as
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objective challenges:'

'Duty' or 'Absolute Value' is what challenges

us 'objectively' when as a result of moral

reflection there breaks in on us as some-

thing going beyond the 'objecus' that which

demands a unique personal response showing

itself in certain parg%cular behaviour in

a given clrcumstance,

If we take the term 'intuition' to refer to that which
gives us immediate grasp of X without the mediation of either
the senses or logic (this does not entall mysticism - there
can be ‘sensible intuitions' as in Kent and 'rational intu-
tions' as in Aristotle) then this concept is identical with
Ramsey's discernment, insight and disclosure.69

In Religious language he suggests that words like "duty"

and "conscience'" have to be 'given lozical placings very
similar to that of "God"'.70 Again these terms are in part
dependent on but not exhausted by spatio-temporal observables:
'no number of spatio-temporal events can ever exhaust what

ve mean by "duty" but we must not suggest’d ... that duty

is altogether independent of the spatio-temporal behaviour 1t
elicits",7?

This disclosure or insight is tantamount to what Ramsey
terms 'discernment' which in turn entalls a committment.73
This concept in a moral coatext bears striking parallels to
theological contexts. Conscience for Butler, Moral Law
for Kant, and Luty for Ross are all bases for discernments
which involve a commitment leading to "acting from a sense of
duty".74 They are 'close lozical kinsmen to the theologians's

"G“Od".75

R
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But precisely how do we jump from 'Duty' to 'God' or
from 'I' to 'God'? Let us consider 'Duty' first, Ramsey asks
'if the moralists speék of a "sense" of "duty" why should not
the feligious person speak of & "sense" of the unseen?"70

This is somewhat ad hominem and clearly inadeguate as

a Justification of such talk. But in the cont:xt Ramsey 1is
attempting to justify the meaningfulness of the concept 'sense
of the unseen' rather than its validity:-

in each of the phrases a word with a perfectly

good meaning in perceptual lanzuasge -'seanse®-

is given a qualification of such a kind that

the ensuing phrase seems to be bogus, if

not self-contradictory .... if apparent non-

sense is repeated in places widely apart,

we shall be hesitant before we say that such

phrases are entirely devoid of meaning.77

In fact the case can be made even stronger since we do

have perceptions that are not sense-perceptions such as
depth-perception and time-consclousness, Neither time nor

space are or can be objects percelved by our sense organs,

But only a person embued wlth strong empiricist prejudices

(and a very unempirical outlook- the two often go together)

could deny thes reality of épace and time-conclousness,

In fact one could draw (and it is surprising that Ramsey
does not) interesting parallels between the concepts of
space and time and that of 'God'. Ramsey stresses frequently
that "the logical status of 'God' 1is unique.”78 This is
surely the case with space and time, both of which are sul
generis thus necessitating metaphorical talk ('time flies'

or 'time flows''objects are in space') and the various
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paradoxes which arise in theology have interesting parallels
in Zeno's paradoxes?d, Kent's antinomies30 and the wierd
conclusions of modern relativity theory.Bl

The obvious retort to this is that it does make sense
1o speak of space-time awareness and even of a 'sense of
duty'. This makes it plausible to argue that the same le
be true of God-talk, But it does not show that there are as
good reasons for regarding it as so. After all it is not
possible to think of change, extenslon or motion without the
concepts of space and time and psychically our moral experience
necessitates some concept of duty. The same could be said of

Ramsey's concept of 'I',

It is easy encuzh to agree with.him vhen he says that we
must go beyond even Winch and Strawson. We not only need to
supplement scientific with social or perscnal models but we
need to recognize that even then we have not exhaustively
described a person:

for each of us 'I' is a logical peculiar
therefore soclal studies, by needing both
sorts of models, point clearly and unmis-
takeably to their toplc as something elusive
which has to be understood in terms of them
both, but never adeguately.

This means there will always be a residuum of mystery
about man.83 fg;; the models used iﬁsocial studies may be
and must be fulfilled in insight which discloses the ultimately

84

mysterious character of man", What 1s true of socilal
sclence must also be true of theology. The cuestion "Does

theology reliably purvey mystery?"85 is a basic issue for
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the adequacy of religious language.

Since Ramsey prbmisés to discuss this question in
chapter three I shall postpone my discussion of the sane,
Meanﬁhile we do well to focus on the question I raised ear-~
lier. Just how do we link up the mysterious 'more than
observables' character of 'duty' and 'I' with 'God'? Granting
the logical affinities we can concede plausiblility at best
(or better possibility) to Ramsey's program but what justifi-
cation on empirical grounds do nis claims for"God' have?

Part of the answer ig found in Freedom and Immortality:

The basic justification for the word 'God'...
is that in telking about the universe, in
reckoning with distinctive situations,

we find that we need to talk of more than
Duty and Absolute Value, 'God' thus takes
its place with the various words and phrases
which one by one specify what is distinc-
tively objective about this or that dis-
closure-situation,.

He anticipates an o.jJection at this polnt, Why not
several words in view of the diversity of situations? Here
Ramsey argues that "God" serves a useful 'integrating'
function. He cites (a) Occam's razor which exhorts us not
to multiply entities beyond necessity ( a principle often used
against the idea of God) as justification for keeping ulti-
mate concepts to a minimum and (b) he says it provides
an ansver to the quest for unity that would satisfy the meta-
physically minded a single, ultimate and domlnant category
by which to interpret the universe.87

For those with anti-metaphysical prejudices he offers
P

"God" as an integrating key for sclence. This is an advan-
[w? [}
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tage, says Ramsey, because scilence 1g in need of such an in-
tegrator, For science presents us with "logical fragmen-
tation".88

~Why is this? Because science uses Incompatible models
and scientific theories which work at "logical cross-
purposes".89 Ramsey uses the standard example of the wave-
particle duality in optics,. Now this leaves the scientist in
a dilemma, Either he combines or mixes the models or he keeps
them separate, The former involves a 'type-tfespass'9o if
not a downright contradiction. The latter entalils a loglcally
fragmented map of the cosmos.

At this point the theist claims to provide the solution.
Theology can now provide the unified cosmic map to a frag-
mented scientific undérstanding:

logical diversitiy between the languages of
relizion and science, far from being =z hindrance,
is a positive merit indeed it is a logical
necessity., For in the long run it enables
theology to supply a frazmented sciesnce with
that one cosmic map whicn remains the

scientific ideal,91

The same function of 'God' as an integrator word is

present in Prospect for Metaphysics92 In addition there are

two other features of the 'God' - 'I' parallel that ought to
be pointed out: (I) Ramséy notes that 'from such assertions
as 'I'm I", "I exist", "I am alive", ... we can make no pre-
cisely verifiable deductions".?? Any fact about me, the colour
of my hair or of my suit, my pulseﬁeat, my inhibitions etc.
could have been dtﬁerwise. "No detailed assertion that can

be made about me can be deduced rigorously from the fact thatl
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. 1194 |
I exist, Yet we are absolutely certain that these asser-
tions are true (that is, that I exist, et.al.)

But while this is the case 'all sorts of scientific
assertions entail "I exist"'.92 The mathematician's des-
cription of my motion, the physiologist's description of my

blood count, the psychiatrist's diagnosis of my psychopathology,

the educationalist's description of my I.§. all entall 'I exist'

while 'I exist' entails none of these, The same is true of

1God exists':

For the world aand all the diverse areas of
sclentific <vents, God's existence is en-
tailed .... But nothinzg verifiable in detaill,
can be deduced from an assertion of God's
existence any more than it can be deducged
from & assertion about my existence,96
Thus we have the following shcemata (where —% indicates
entailment and =~ negation):
"M exist Ziﬁi "He hss a temperature of 97.9."'
and '"God existsgﬁ@L"Such and such circumstances are the
case, 97 |
(II) As noted earlier Ramsey wants to go beyond the
Strawsonian view of persons as bearers of both corporeal
and conscious predicates (or in model language, a being about
whom discourse 1s bullt in terms of both sclentific and per-
sonal models)., As persons require non-personal models so does
God. Ramsey agrees with J. Robinson (the Bishop of Woolwich)
that we have to be careful in speaking of God as personal

(we need non-personal models in speaking of God) but we do

need persoanal models too. But bothh together are still not
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enough: ‘'"neither a personal nor a non-personal model will
ever with complete adequacy rzplace the word 'God' in a
senténce. Both will be wanted,"9®

lﬁamsey realizes that this is not totally satisfactory:
"the problem ... persists ... Can we in any way grade, or
express preferences between the personal and non-personal
He suggests thrce possibilities without really
opting for any of them, 100

At this point Ramsey raises another difficulty the solu-
tion of which, if one is possible, we can leave to chapter
three, It bears an obvious affinity with the second of our
major issues set at the outset but is also closely related
to the first., "When we have to be articulate in terms of
what are only models, and diverse models at that, how can we

know what we are trlking about?'lCl



CHAPTER II1I

In the first two chapters'we'have explored the first

two Whidden lectures of 1963, examining in chapter one,
Ramsey's comparison and contrast between theological and
scientific models, In that chapter we raised the two major
problems that are the focus of this thesis: ontic reference
and emplrical fit., The latter concept was chown, in
chapter one, to constitute the major difference between the
two types of models mentioned above, Chapter two was devoted
to elucidating this idea and the closely related one of'per-
sonal model',

| In this chapter we shall ekplore how Ramsey.applies his
concept of models to the problem of God, His approach in
general 1s to treat the traditional characterizations of God
(immutability, impaséibility, infinité goodness and love etc.)
and other characterizations of God such as first cause, as
gualified models, 1In his third Whidden lecture Ramsey ex-
pounds his concept of models and qualifiers, Ve shall
explore this concept and i1llustrete it by reference to

Religious Language concentrating on the concept of God.

Models and qualifiers, on Ramsey's view, do not ianvolve
a straightforward description of God, The gualifiers are not

descripgtive but prescriptive, telling us how to develop the

model in a certain direction until the ‘'light dawns' the
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'penny drops' or the 'ice breaks'.l‘ Since this is the case
the gqguestion of 'ontic reference' is very difficult to answer,
Nonetheless in this chapter I will try to approach an answver
by (A) expanding more clearly Ramsey's concept of 'odd dis-
cernment' and 'total commitment' (B) éxamining the third
Whidden lecture to see what his concept of ﬁodels and quali-
fiers is and (C) exploring his illustrations of models Qnd

qualifiers as he applies this concept to key religious 1ideas

in Religious Language,

(A) Discernment and Commitment

Chapter one of Religious Language is entitled “What Kind

of Situations are Religious?" After tracing the course of
twentieth century analytic pﬁilosophy through three stages,2
he asks the key gquestion- "To what kind of situation does
religion appreal? VWnhat kind of empirical anchorage have -
theological words 29

He begins by citing two polnts originally suggested by
Bishop Butler: first, that it is '"contrary to experience"
tb suppose that "gross bodies are ourselves'” and second
"probability is the very guide of 1ife".5 The former illus-
trates odd discernment for it is equivalent to a '"self-
awareness" that is more than "body awareness" and not ex-

6

hausted by spatio-temporal "objects"', This is parallel to

religious discernment:

Such a discernment lies at the basis of religion,
whose characteristic claim is that there are
situations which are sgzatlo-temporal and more,
Without such "depth"; without this which is
"unseen", no religion wwill be possible; (7)



The second point involves commitment although on the sur-
face it hardly seems to. For the arguuent from probability
might induce one to believe that God probably exists just as
the ‘Dalai Lama probably exists. . But this type of belief is
manifestly not religious but half-hearted and makes very little
if any difference in our lives.8 Much more 1is involved in
religion and Ramsey uses & moral example to illustrate this,

According to Butler "in questions of difficulty" if theré
is a greater amount of presumption on one side than on the
other no matter how slight this settles the guestion. But in
matters of great conseéuence even where the probability 1s
low a reasonable man will act on this slight probability.
Suppose for example that a poor swimmer sees a drowning child,
The probability of rescue 1s low but because this is an issué
of 'grezt consequence' the man jumps in. "Here is a domina-
ting loyalty linked with a world view, eand in particular
with a particular assessment of pefsonality".lo In risking
his life for the child the man shows 'total commitment' a

t

commitment based on 'discernment’ a commitment which sees

in a situation all that the understanding can give and more".11
(ny emphasis)

Thus "Butler suggests that religion claims (a) a fuller
discernment, which we respond with (b) 2 total COmmitment".l2
(b) without (a) is bigotry and idolatry, (a) without (b) is
insincerity and hypocrisy 13

Ramsey attempts furtner to illuminate these concepts by

reference to two groups of exampleg, the first of which are
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taken from ordinary life situstions: the stuffed-shirt judge
who recognized his long lost wife in the courtroom, a stiff
formal party where someone's dinner jacket splits or a chair
collapses underneath someone, the appeal to a fisherman's
prejudices to drive across a politicél point, the man beside
us in the train who introduces himself as Nigel Shor-t.l4
Ramsey anticlipates a conle of objections: first, that the
situations to which he appeals could all be 'reduced to
"obgervables" of one kind or another 'S ana second, that these
situations could be treated in psychological terms.16

The first he meets by noting that it is merely asserted
and not established énd that '"any assertion claiming 2 uni-
versal reduction of gll odd situations to psychological terms
will never be coﬁvincingly established."l7 The second chal-
lenge is more serious he feels because 1t meets him on common
ground since it would be based on a philosophical psychology
that goes beyond psychological data,18

Now this 1s an important point since it is preceded and
followed by Ramsey's attempt to refdte the charge of 'sub-
jectivism' and this iIn turn bears an obvious relation to ocur
problem of ontic reference, 'I am not implying that religion
iév”purely subjectife" or a mere matter for psychology;'l9
Here he appeals to what the phenomenologists call 'the inten-
tionality of consciousness'B. 'I do not know what a "purely
subjective" experience is -~ all experience is of something".zg

He reemphasizes later "ILet no ohe condemn the examples
I have given on the grounds thal they assimilate religion 1o

psychology".2 They do not reduce religion to subjective,
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emotive experience, "All these characteristically different

situations, when they occur, have an objective reference and
22

b

are, as all situations, subject-object in structure',

This at least clear up one matter, We know that Ramsey
claims an objective referent for religious language, Wheh
situations 'come alive' and the 'ice breaks' 'there is an
objective "depth'" in these situations'.23 The Whidden lectures
make a similar claim as we shall see,

The first group of examples were intended to illustrate
total commitment and are examples we are already familiar with,
as they illustrate 'free will' and 'moral duty'. But com-
mitment cannot be divorced‘from the discernment even if the
two can be distinguished.. Ramsey reminds us again of Butler's
claim that we are more than 'gross bodies', Ramsey, as in

Freedom and Immdrtality, Religion and Science and Prospect

for Metaphysics allovs the legitimacy of scientific discourse

in describing and explaining humarn behaviour but it cannot
be exhausted by any of these categories - bilochemistry,

* 1 n . ) - 24
physiology, psychology, economice and the subconscious,

But more i1s involved than just this 'discernment' that
certain situations have a depth which cannot be unpacked com-.
pletely in scientific jarzoa. "With this discernment there

25

now goes a personal commitiment", Commitment, in thls case,

involves 'free will', choosing to do X rather than being told

y,26

The second example is that of duty: "The discernment and
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total gommitment which characterizes religion, can be 1llus-
trated by that pledging of ourselves which occurs when we
"act from a sense of duty”'.27 The illustration from Butler
alregdy cited,28 is one example of moral discerament.

Another is Kant's moral lew and Ross' prima facie duties.29

Other examples of comanitment include non-moral oanes:
McTaggart's loyalty to his college, a captains's devotion to
his ship, a sport fan's devotion to cricket, a mathematician's
cocmmitment to his axioms, and human affection inﬁﬂvg.jc

Mixed in with these examples are two kinds of discernment-
commitment: 'mathematical' (a 'partial commitment extending
‘to the whole universe")l and personal (or "quasi-personal),>32
Religious commitment involves both:

It combines the total commitment to a pastime,
to a ship, to a person, with the breadth of
mathematical commlitment. It combines the
"depth" of personal or quasi-personzl loyalty-
-to a sport, a boat, a loved one with the

range of mathematical and scientific devotion.

It is 2 commlitment suited to the whole job
of living. (33)

But it resembles the second kind of commitment (personal)

rather more than it does the first.34 This means that "

we
~ see religious commltment as a total commitment to the whole
univ_erse."35 At first blush this seems Spinozist but turns

out Lo be soxewhat different, This commitment is connected

with the peculiar status of religious lsnguage: "religious

commitment is something bound up with key words whose logic
no doubt resembles that of the words with which we charac-

terize personal loyalty as well as that of the axioms of
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mathematics and somehow combines features of both,"36 al-
though Remsey doesn't specify exactly how 1t accomplishes
this,

' This leads Ramsey to the second major theme ofihis
chapter37 namely, the nature of religious language., Its
succinct characier'seems to be logical oddness end this is ex-
emplified in two ways: (I) Since it involves object language
and more, object language given very special qualifications,
it will exhibit "logical peculiarities, logicél impropriety".58
39

The former is illustrated by the parallel noted in chapter
two between 'I' and 'God'., The latter is exemplified by
explanations such as 'I'm I' 'Fishing is fishing' and 'Duty
for Duty's sske' in answer to quéstions such as 'Why did you
do X% or 'Why do you want to go fishing' or 'Why should I do
my duty?'qo

In order to understand religious laqguage then fwe must
train ourselves to have a nose for 0dd langusge, for "lozical
impropfiépjfﬂfﬁl Ramsey sees this as no problem since there
are extra-religious examples frbm quite widely differing
fields which offer parallels to this. One such obvious exgmple
is poe‘pry.42 A second is found in some of the cbncepté of
sclentific discourse: DNewton's absolute space, Hoyle's
tcontinuous creation' and 'evolution' as used in an allembracing
sense in the late nineteenth century.43

In chapter two of Relizious language he attempts to

illustrzte the logical oddness of religlous discourse by
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reference to traditional characterizations of God, which he
elucidates by using the categories of model and qualifier.
But before we look at how Remsey applies these concepts let

us look at his exposition of them in Models and Mystery,

(B) Models and GQualifiers.

Ramsey begins the 1ectﬁre by drawing some parallels
between models and metaphors. One of the things he never
does however 1s clearly to distinguish the two. In fact he
often treats as models what are, more strictly speaking,
metaphors, For example he regards (as noted earlier)44
fsu@ngtowers' and 'nouse: of éefence' as models whereas they
would be more accurately classifled as metaphors. The same
ig true of regarding God as a father,

The distinction I would mske between such terms as

'metaphor', 'model' and 'analogy' is that the first is a

literary device whereas the other two are scientific and
prhilosophical deviceé. What the othef two (models and aanalogy)
have 1n common is that they polint to common characteristics,
elther between analogates or between the model and the thing

modelled, But the latter (analogy.) does not necessarily pre-

serve structural properties vhereas the former does.

Ramsey, however uses the concept of model to include
whai would usually be rezarded as metaphors or analogies,
Ramsey éees two important parallels be?ween metaphors and
models: Tfirst, they both yield possibilities of articulatiqn45
and second, they both are "rooted in disclosures and born in

insight", 46
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As examples we can talk of old age as the zutumn of
life - it enables us to infer the purposeful character of
existence;47 while associated with decline and decay it is
also the crown of the year with golden beauty etc., Ve also
speak of a religious leader as a light, This too makes articu-
lation possible - light leads and guides., It characterizes
day, in contrast to night. Those who walk in the light do
not sleep in daylight but are enlightened and they shine as
“lights.48
Metaphors are not mere ornaments of speech enabling us
to exhibit the flower of rhetoric (with the purpose perhaps,
of cloaking our ignorance) any more than models are crutches
for mathematical deductions., Ramsey agrees with 3lack that
metaphors are irreplaceable (hence irreducible to scientific
and straightforward descriptive language). Their distinctive-
ness lies 1n their origin in disclosure and insight.
Ramsey attempts toc schematize this by generalizing and
formalizing metaphors:
the metaphorical expression 'A is B' arises
in a disclosure where lanzusages A and B meet
tangentially, touch at a poiantl or rather at
two colincident points. Hence, the 'is' of
the metaphor has to be understood as a claim
that (i) A and B in contact have generated a
disclosure revealing some object and (ii) what
it is that has been disclosed demands dis-
_course which ianfiltrates B into A, (49)
In examples such as 'electricity is flowing in the wire',
'Light is a wave motion' and 'Jesus is the Messiah' the copula

'is!' "points to a disclosure whose object brings with it the

possibility and need of eandless novelty in metaphorical



o= 56 -
talking“.So What Ramsey calls 'tangential meetiang' other would
call eccentricity of languagSSl but Ramsey as we noticed
earlier is not adverse to eccentric or odd language. In
fact he welcomes it becaucse of its 'enrichment' and because
1t points the way to mystery.52 |
Models and metaphors not only énable us to be articulate

53

in "an unspecifiable number of ways" “they are also "the basic

uS4 But there is another important point

currency for mystery,
Ramsey wants to stress: "the ontological reference of model

and metaphor alike.”55 Ih this area he attempts to go beyond
Black "in the cognitive significance which I give to insight

and imagination; 1t is in my emphasis on the objective reference
of all disclosures.”56

Ramsey does not want to reduce religious experience,
merely to subjective, emotive experience. There clearly is
for Ramsey an objective referent in these disclosures and we
talk about this objective referent in terms of models. But.
while other academic disciplines have neglected or misjudged
the place of models in their understanding theology has
done both,

The models of theclogy like those of natural and socilal
science are not picture models, We'must emphasize the logical
gap between the model and what the insight reveals.57 He
illustrates this by reference to the model of God as &
loving father,

Theology requires a 'diversity of models'. This means

as we saw earlier that 'eccentricity', logical impropriety’
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is the 1ife blood of theclogicel models,®C (which is really
making a virtue out of necessity!) This logical diversity
is provided in theclogy by 'built-in stimuli' that is
qualifiers, b9
Qualifiers serve two functions. First, they produce and
provide for the endless contruction of metaphors, or endless
series of variants and thus multiply models thereby creating
models with 'family resemblances'.6o Second, they point to
mystery, that which eludes articulation and understanding;
Qualifiers tnus provide not only for the
endless construction of metaphors; they are
at the same time the words in theology that
witness to its grounding in permanent mystery,
they point to a cosmic disclosure ag that
alone which reveals the topic of any and
every theological utterance. (61) '
This Quotation is interesting for at least two reasons.
It indicates the very close identification of 'me taphors'
and 'models' in Ramsey's viewpoint. He uses the former tern
where he could just as easlily have used the latter. Second
it shows that mystery is irreducible, it is ‘'permanent’.
While other disciplines are judged by the quality of their
articulation, theology is judged by its ability to point to
62

"At every stage in theological reasoning the route

né3

mystery
from a model to a mystery must be indicated,
Two points at least should emerge from this and be borne
in mind when we look at Ramsey's concept of God., First we do
not have death by & thousand qualifications (contra Flew)
"Ratﬁer.it is life by a thousand enrichments. "0% Ssecond the

objective reference is safeguarded, for the object declares
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1ts objectivity by actively confronting us."65 Whether or
not Ramsey can substantlate these claims is a point we can

postpone until the final chapter. Let us now look at how

-he apglies models and qualifiers to the understandiag of 'God'.

(C) Characterizations of God

Chapter two of Religioug lLanguage is one of, if not the

most interesting sections in all of~Ramsey'slworks. It.is al-
so one of the best examples of metaphysical reasoning since
the beginnings of the positivist movement. The last two
chapters are not quite as interesting ner relevant (directly)
tc the problem of God,

Ramsey begins chapter two by dividing the attributes
and characterizatlions of God into three categories: (I) the
attributes of negative theology - impassibility, and immuta-
bility, (II) the characterizations of God by 'Unity',
'Simplicity' and ‘'perfection', and (III) other attributes and

characterizations - first CAUSE, Infinitely WISE, Infinitely
66

GO0D, CREATOR ex nihilo, and eternal PURFOSE, where the

underlined words are qualifiers and the capitalized words

" are models,

He suggests in the case of (I) that we can understand

their logical behaviour correctly "iIf we see them as primarily

evocative of what we have called the odd discernment, ....

w67

which, if evoked provokes a total commitment, He reminds

us again that this occurs vhen we are aware of more than the
spatio-temporal observables of a situation; "when a particular

n68

situation is perceptual and more,
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Ramsey then polntes out that two characteristic features

69 But

of perceptual situations are change and interaction.
the attributes of negative theology take this situation and

whisper in our ears a denial. Yes, there 1s change but there

is also that which 1s imrpnutable, Not everything changes,
Nor is interaction the whole story;TO |

Two examples are put forward to illustrate this: a
train in which we travel as darkrness falls, Change is
apparent everywhere. "But not everythiné changes7l,.. Is
there not something which is unchanged? Do you not apprehend
something which remains invariable in the situation?"72

Perhaps the second example is better, It invelves meeting
an old friend we have not seean in years, He has changed con-
siderably but 'Has not the "bond of freindéhip" remained firm,
invariable, fixed, despite the changes and chances and all
that has been transitory?'73 In this discernment of this
"bond" we have another example of an "odd discernment"T# as,
hopefully, would be the cage with the train passenger.75

With respect to interaction we are told to 'fix,..on
"passibility" and develop it in & story'.7® In this case the
story can be Marxist and/or Freudian. We are products of our
economic environment, or a battleground of instincts and
psychic férces.77 All of this sugzests interaction. Indeed
'Interaction is "written over the universe"',7®  But negative
theology exhorts us not to regard this zs the whole story.

""Tmpassible" invites us to treat all "passible" stories as

inadequate'79 The invitation exnorts us to go further until



- 60 -

'the light dawns, the icé,breaks, the penny falls, until an

. . ' 8
"odd discernment'" is evoked,' O

8l pis 'oad-ais-

82

It 1s interesting that Hamsey ecuated

cernment' with Bradley's 'immediate expericence', ‘Since

'immediate experience' is virtually equivalent to what is
meaﬁt by 'intuition' (that which is grasped apart for the
‘mediation of the senses or logic) it seems to confirm the
suggestion made earlier in chapter two that Ramsey's dis-
closure, insights and discernment are equivalent to 'iatuition'.
(but not mystical intuition - it is, rather, parallel to Kant's
sensible intuition).S3
Ramsey makes 1Two more cleims of great moment. First
the characteristically different situation evoked by these
o stories "is the fouﬁdafion in fact for assertions about God's
immutability and impassibility".B4 This is a very strong
epistemic claim clearly suggesting that the situation jus-
tifies not only the meaningfulness of such talk but its
validity as well. It is a clalim we shall scrutinize in the
final chapter,
Second these two words 'claim for the word "God" a
: . position outside a2ll mutable and passible language'.85'But
that seems to be as far as they zo. They are examplss of a
model and qualifier, the models being 'mutable' and 'passible"
‘and the qualifier in both cases "im', But this logicel
! operator (im) ilavolves obliterating progressively features
of perceptual situations and hence can tell us almost nothling
86

about how to use the word 'God' significantly.

o

(II1) The second group should be treated cusorily since
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Remsey does not regerd them as examgles of models and

qualifiers, ©Nonetheless they are relevant in any overall
assessment of Ramsey's philoééphy of religious languaée. - He
treats these words by what he calls "the method of contrasts". 87
As unpacked by Ramsey they are strikingly close to the first

set, the major difference being that they don't have an 'im'

in front of them. For just as he invited us to negate 'passible!
and 'mutable' stories, so he invites us to consider diversity,

complexity and imperfection and get rid of them, We get diver-

" sity by "relational addition from without”.88 We see the many

objects, a table, a chair, a carpet, et., al. as part of one
room, the many rooms as part of’ggg house, the many houses as
part of one city, the many cities as part of one country etc,
The story continues until the penny drops etc. that is, until
we have a characteristic disclosure and we have a situation

. . s . 30 .
in which the term 'unity' is to be commended.89 Now this

might seem to make God a synthetic unity but this interpre-

‘tation is ruled out by Remsey's placing of 'simplicity'. Again

we think of its opposite, 'complexity' and we similarly dis-
pose of it "not by addition from without, but by analysis
from within".go We take for instazace a car and break it up
(conceptually of course)into pleces, relatively simple parts
such as the carburetter., But i1t in turn can be broken down
and we can move to the language of chemistry. But even here
we can't stop "the important point is never to halt the story

if ‘we can still go further, "1 that is, if the characteristic

situation has not yet broken.
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The term 'perfection' can be ommitted here since it bears
a very close affinity with ‘'infinity', the term that gualifies
both the 'wise' and 'good' models of God, In explicating
both Ramsey uses similar examples (better man and infinite
sum) in both cases. Let us then pass to these very important
concepts the ones Ramsey himself feels are the "most useful
phrases of all", 92 yhose merit lies in the fact that they
give us "the fullest insizht as to how theology is built out
of ordinary language."93

(III) To do this theology takes five terms which have
a Tairly straighforwafd usage in ordinary langusge (the models)
and qualifies them in order to develop the model in a certain
direction until the light dawns and all that;

In the case of 'First Cause' the term ‘cause' is the
model and 'first' is the quélifier.g4 Ramsey gives a very
straight forward definition of model in this context: "It
is a situation with which we are &ll familiar, and which can
be used for reaching another situation with which we are not
so familiar; and which, without the model, we should not
recognize so easily".?2 The concept of model as enunciated

here is slightly different than that presented 1in chapter one

of Models and Mystery., It is in fact our old friend (or
rather enemy ) the picture model, For he says in regard to
causal stories in a mundane context 'Here then we are given,
by means of the word "cause" specific straight forward
pictures”'.96

But 1t is at this point that the qualifier enters the
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picture. (no pun intended) "It is a directive which pre-
scfibes a special way of developing those "model" situations',97
and is a directive that advises us to push back and bvack and
back. The directive is "always able to be obeyed".93 Now it
may seem that we are on the road to an infinite regress
rather than a first'cause. vBut actually the story is pushed
back and back only until the light dawns etc, 'At that point
there 1s a "sense of the unseeﬁ"'.‘99 In fact the model, has
fulfilled one of the major functions Qutlined‘in lecturs
100

three:

5 it has pointed the route from model to mystery:

'Here is something "mysterious"

causal language'.lOl It is important to note that the mys-

which eludes the grasp of

tery involved (a) cannot be eradicated by a continuation of
the story (b) is not synonymous with 'ignorance' (c¢) involves
“"what's seen, what's talked sbout in causal language, §£§_29£§p102
Now as Ramsey unpacks what 1s entalled in the qualifier

'first' what emerges is that it involves a logical rather
than temporal prioriﬁﬁ. It is closer to Richard Taylor's
first causelO3 than to that of Aguinas, although I find Taylor
much more lucid and cogent than Ramsey on this point, For
Taylor God 1s a first cause notl temporally but logically}lo4
The ﬁniverse depends on God for its existence,

| Two considerations prompt me to compare Ramsey's concept
with Teylor's., First Remsey illustrates first cause in a
theistic context by reference Lo a parallel 1n a personal
context, Suppose we ask why Jones dove into the cwimming

pool., The znswer 'Because I decided to' can elicit the fur-
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ther question 'Why did you dgcide to?' which in turn can
elicit 'Because I wanted to'.ﬂ.lo5 It‘should not be difficult
to see what the next question in this intellectual ping-pong
match will be and also how we have a potential infinite re-
gress, But this regress can be halted by a significant tauﬁf
ology, one of the two features of the logical oddity of re-
ligious language, In this case the answer to "Why did you
want to dive" is the tautology 'I'm I'. It is a 'logical

stop~card'.106 Similerly 'the word "God" "completes™, and is

logically prior (my emphasis - note that he says logically

prior not temporally prior) to all causal stories...."God"
works something like the tautology "I'm I.”'lo7

Secondly, Ramsey claims that it enables us to avéoid need-
less puzzles, For example 1t could be alleged that the word
'cause' zlways implies a causal predecessor. If this is the
case then obviously 'first cause' is self-contradictory. But

Ramsey claims that the puzzle disappears for while 'first cause'

has the same grammatical structure as 'remote cause' and
108

'proximate cause' it has a different logical structure,
Now 1t would seem that the puzzle can be resolved if aad only
if Ramsey 1is not using 'first cause' in a temporal sense,
For if he is then he still has the problem of self-contra-
diction. 'Firqt Cause' used temporally would still imply a
causal predecessor and hence be contrédictory.

The second and third of Ramsey's eiamples can be con-
sidered together. For they both have the éame gualifier

('infinitely') aand are closely related anyway. Both are simi-
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lar to 'first cause'. 'Wise' and 'good' according to Ramsey always
imply 'wiser' and Jbetter',log just as 'cause' implies causzal
predececsor, It may seem then that 'infinitely wise' and Yin-
finitely gqod' would be self-contradictory. Thus we would have

the following parallel hierarchies ;110

Third form boy---scarcely wise Ferdinand lopez---hardly good
Sixth form boy---rather wise Lonz John ’
Undergraduvate----definitely wise Silver-——me——————— fairly good
lecturer-—-—-—~----- very wise Solomon-~~-==m=msu- Jjust good
President of the David-~-~===-=2=-~--very good

Royal Society or St. Barnabas------ very good indeed
British sAcademy-~-even wiser S5t, Francis------- intensely good
GO0 ——mmm e infinitelywise = = —ecocmmcmamaao~ infinitely zood

In this case (as usual with Ramsey) it is much easier to see
what he does not mean than to ascertzin what he does mean, He
is always closer to the pit of agnosticism than to that of an-
thropomorphism. For instance we are told that the first logical
function of the word 'infinite' in both cases is to develop stories
" of wise men and good iives in the right direction., "But in
tracing such a segquence tbereis'ﬁo intention of arriving at "God"
as a last term", 1l

This he illustrates by reference to the concept of infinite
sum in mathematics. Consider the series 1, 1 1/2, 1 + 1/2 + 1/22,
1+ 1/2 4 1/22 + 1/23, ... 1 +1/2 + 1/22..,1/2% 1 In this case
'2' may Dbe said‘tO"com§lete’ all those sums and to preside over
the %arious imperfect sums which somehow or other it holds to-
gether."ll2

But '2' is obviously not a sum in this case as it is in

the cage of 1 + 1 where we have a finite number of terms, In
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fact the concept 'sum' implies a finite number of terms so

that the expression 'infinite sum' is even more obviously
paradoxical than 'infinite goodness'.
In saylng that 2 1s the infinite sum:

We can only meen that "2" is a number out-

side the gerles and of a different logical
status altogether from the terms of the

series but a nuuber which might be said to
preside over and label the whole sequence (113)

In similar fashicon the phrase 'infinite goodness' '"points to

114

something outside ‘'good' language zltogether", and it, like

'infinite wisdom', presides over the languages of wisdom and

]

goodness as 2 presides over the inTinite sum.

Another example of Ramsey's is a sucession of regular

"

polygons, What about a 'regular polygon with an "in-
- . - 1 e .
finite number" of sides?! 15 The word 'infinite' here as in

the 'infinite sum' case directs us to continue the story on
and on until the light dawns etc. At the moment of insight
the lignt dawns and we get the outline of a circle (in this
process 1t 1is necesgsary to keep the vblume of the polygon
constant) But 'circle' is logically odd from the standpoint
of polygon language.

Now a couple of problems arise here: first, both 'circle'
and 'two' are quite intelligible concepts apart from 'mathe-
matical insight', We can define circle without reference to
polyzon 1angﬁag6 at éll, Jjust aé.we can understand 'two'
without using infinite sums. But the same doesn't seem to
be true in the case of 'infinitely wise and good'.

Secondly, by placing "God" 'outside "good" language
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altogether, ' (my emphasis) we are in danger of making the

term completely unintelligible., For instance, is "God" out-
side of 'good' language as he is outside of 'passible' and
'mutable' language? In discussing the problem of evil
Ramsey says "Our troubles with God and evil often arise be-
cause we have spoken too'easily and too casually of God as

"gOOd"' 116

Now this may well be true but it hardly solves
either (a) the problem of evil or (b) the problem of meaning.
But these are problems we can return to in the final chapter.
For now let us turn our attentlon to what other philosophers

have said about models in both the scientific and theo-

logical spheres,



CHAPTER. IV

So far we have been examining Ramsey's concept of models.
In this chapter I hope to broaden the scope of the discussion
by examining the concept of models held by other philosophers
and comparing them to Ramsey's., It 1s possible to examine |
models under two headings: (a) the role of models in philo-
sophy of science and (b) the concept of models held by other
vhilosophers of religion, ;
The major figures who nave attempted to elucidate (a),
include R.B., Braithewaite, Ernst Nagel and.Abreham Xaplan.
Their dizcussions have mucrr in common., They all tend to
stress the close connection of models with theories (Ramsey
nardly ever refers to the latter), They are concerned much é
more with the structgre and function of models in contrast
with Ramsey's concern with its origin, To be fair to Ramsey
he does try to explicate the function of models but has little
to say about thelr structure.
lAll of these philosophers are also somewhat wary about
the use of models and stress their shortcomings, . Ramsey,
of course, 1s aware of chortcomings in the indiscriminate \
use of models but seems to feel thatvéll of these are due to
the original sin of 'pictorial realism'.

(A) Models in Frederick Ferré

. rd 5 o N .
When we turn to Ferré's concept of models in religion

we see that he is closer to A, Kaplanl and Ernst Nagel2 than
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Ramsey 1is, In his article 'Mapping the logic of Models in
Theology' he cites both ofléhese gentlemen., But we shall see
that many of his polnts are quite similar to those of Ramsey,

His account of models 1is developed in three of his major
works, one of which 1is the journal article referred to above
which is devoted to the problem of mapping theoloéical models
and in which he breaks tne analysis of models down into. three
parts, type, scope and status, The other two works are books
in which the discussion of models is reserved to the end or

near the end in each case, In Basic Modern Philosophy of

Religion he devotes the first two parts to an analytical and
historical treatment of phillosophy of religion setting the
stage for part III in which he develops his concept of models.
Part I is devoted to defining both 'religion' and
'philosophy of religion', Part II to tracing the historical
dévelopment of the latter starting with the classic theistic
proofs working through the critiques of these by Hume and
Kant and finishing with tracing the roots of existentialism,
pragmatism and positivism,
| Part III brings us to the contemporary scene. Here he
suggests that the alleged conflict of science with religion

3

is a bogus problem, Evolutilonary theory is not incompatible
with the design argument, Freudlan psychology does not upset
the validity of religious belief nor does astronomical cos-
mology destroy the argument from contingency. We have a

'scientific stalemate' - "despite the vast increases in know-

iedge provided by the sciences in the twentieth century,
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Tundamental issues of belief in God reméin unsettled”.4 But
if science leaves us neuﬁral on the validity of religious
belief is there any way to adjudicate the dispute between
thelist and non-thelst? According to Ferré theréfis: it is
found in linguistic philosophy.5

He examines the issue of experimentai falsificatioh6
and alternstives to the cognitive meaningfulness of religious
language - emotive, conatlve and heuristic account$.7 He then
goes on to explore the 'Cognitive possibilities of Theistic
Language' in chapter 13 anc here his.models become important,
He begins by summarizing what he takes to be "the two primary
functions of theism's logically primary images': '(1) ex-
pressing and influencing basic life styles, and (2) reflecting
and sheping ultimate "ways of seeing”'.S

Theée correspond respesctively to Ramsey's committment
and discernment. In discussing and evaluating the conative
theory of religious ianguage earlier for example he agrees
that religion certainly involves 'commiting oneself to a way
of life',9 but he points out that 'this kind of meaning (per-
formative) is wholly dependent on the provision of some kind
of descriptive content.'lo For example the meaning of 'I
bid fifty dollars' while being performati#e not descriptive
is paracitic upon descriptive language ('bidding fifty dollars®).

Similarly if thelstic 1anguage.can be used conatively |
in order, say, to commit oneself to Christian agape rather
than Nazi hostility "there must be some distinguishable des-

criptive content that undergirds the possibility",ll This
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is a much stronger claim than Ramsey makes, He repudiates
descriptive lanzusge but atteﬁpts to maintain an objective
reférence and what Ferrésays‘is guite relevant to Ramsey's
enterprise,

Presumably the descriptive content is supplied for
Ferré by (2). The terms "ways of seeing" sugzests 'perspective'
and more vaguely Ramsey's 'discernment'. The parallel with
the latter term arises because 'seeing' is not used here
in any straightforward literal sense, It is rather like
Ramsey's 'sense of the unseen',

But the concept owes much-more to Torothy Emmet than to
Ramsey. Ferré wacknowledges his debt to the former in the
same footnote in which he refers to Ramsey's project. Miss
Emmet in fact hes a very interestingdiagram that 1s worth
reproducting since it helps us understand better what Ferre

is doing.l2

Fig. 1,
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Now how do we evaluate what we have in FFl, metaphysical
-models? She suggesis they are selected by our 'perspéctive'
which in turn is determined by what we regard as important,
that is it involves value Judgements, Criteria such as co-
herence, comprehensiveness and self-evidence are relevant to

13

any overall assessment of the model. These criteria are
quite similar to those of Ferré and Ramsey.
Miss Emmet brings together analogy and model:

What the [metaphyseician]| does; therefore,

is to construct a theoretical model drawn

from analogy from some form of intellec-

tual or spirituel relationship which he

Jjudges to be especially significant or

important, (14)

, . ' . . X

Ferre notes that in constructing his model the theist

asks: "What is 'most important' in the ultimate scheme of
things? The thelstlc model points to vividness of consclous-
ness, to creative freedom, to moral exce;lence,ﬂ15 although
precisely how thils would differ from a humanistic value per-
spective is not easy to see, This quotation indicates not
only the affinities of Ferrf's concept with Miss Emmet's but
also points to &ffinity with Ramsey's for the model referred
to here 1is clearly 2 personal one, Ferré emphasizes this in
the article :referred to earlier’ when he points out that

'God' is integrated in terms of epistemically 'vivid personal

. 16

models But despite thils and other similarities what 1is

more striking is the difference between the two,

Ferré is much closer to the formalistic concept of

models as outlined by Kaplan  @and Nagel . He stresses the
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close connection between model and theoryl7 relying a great
deal on Nagel'slS discussion, In his last chapter he dis-
cusses the many current calls forreconsideration and restate-
ment of Christian theism and discusses in order 'Reforming
the model' and 'Rethinking the Theory'.19 This close con-
néction between models and theory is sométhing Ramsey hardly,
if ever, considers,

Perré bezins his discussilon of models by distinguishing
'conceptual' models from scele or mechanical models, The
latter can be built or even made'to work whereas the latter
can only be drawn, described or conoeptualized,2o The
classification of models 1lato scale, mechanical and con-
~ceptual is what was earlier referred to as 'typel
Modelsidiffer also in 'scope'. Some of them stand for

a single thing (such as the Queen Mary) others represeat

whole classes (e.g. the hydrogen atom) and sometimes they
refer to vasﬁer domaihs (such as the whole universe)?l The
difference of type and scope are due to differences of purpose.
Models can play roles of interpretation, integration and
heuristic stimulation.22 Ferré's main concern is With the
cognitive function of models,

He points out three benefits of models for theories.
They can bring ideational definiteness to otherwise highly
indeterminate theories.23 Secondly, they can introduce

conceptual unity to a subject matter either internally by

suggesting additional ways in which the data fit together24

(his example - the hydraulic model of an economic system is
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borrowed from Kaplan) or externally by drawing together pre-

viously disparate fields as the molecule model integrated
thermodynamics and statistical mechanics,

Thirdly a model may suggest frultful lines of inquiry,
as the 'Big Bang' hypotheslis has helped suggest fascinating
applications of radio telescopy to quasar reseafch,25

Like Braithwaite, Nagel and Kaplan Ferré recognizes the
need for caution in using models.26 We must avoid literalisn
otherﬁise we get such 'paradoxeé' as the wave—particle
duality. 'The "paradox"...arises.from attempts to take the
models literally and to push them beyond their appropriate
logical limits.'27 This of course is the same warning as
Ramsey's against 'picture models',

What is the relation of models to tneory?

Conceptual models,.,.give abstract theories
concrete interpretation; theories in turn,
attemnpt to articulate the Tormal structure
of theilr subject matter thanks in part....
to suggestions derived from the formal
structure of their associated models, (28)

Theories, then, serve the purpose of mediating between
'reglity' and models., Ramsey more.or less dispenses with
this middleman and has the models directly articulate the
structure (but not the formal structure and not pictorially)
of the subject—matter.

A model is accredited and therefore acceptable if it
gives shape and support to theories that preform thelr con-
ceptual role well, One important conceptual role of a model

is its use in warranting empirical hypotheses and this "is
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essentially linked to the task of helping us anticlpate

specific experiencesﬂ29 This 1s the verification principle

and as a scientific tool is guite acceptable. "But the

sclences do not exhaust human thinking".BO We must consider

different conceptual roles, types of theories and associated
conceptual models and "other standsrds of sucess_”51

In this he is very close to Ramsey. For both accept
the verification principle as applicable to scientific models
but suggest other criteria for theological models, There
are further similarities worth stressing. Ferré points out
that:

Well-chosen metaphysical models nmust lend
themselves to articulation, of course, in
metaphysical theorles that are themselves
capable of self-consistent elaboration,
spelling out in depth and in detaill the
structures of reallty as suggested and

. made concretely vivid by the model., (32)

The model however is ancillary to the theory and if that
theory develops in a direction that requires the modification
or abandonment of the model, it must be expendable.33 But
we must avoid eany confusion of theistic imagery with elther
falsifieble empirical propositions or linguistic conventions.34

How then can we give rational justification for theistic
belief? "It appears that it must be done...by displayingz the
success of the model in concretely interpreting some viable
metaphysical theory (or theories).35
He suggests three criteria for this: appropriateness,

36

adequacy and coherence, The first involves a linkage with

some viable metaphysical theory. Historical examples are
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used by Ferré here, Christian doctrine has seized upon
severai conceptual vehicles for its models: Plato's meta-
physical system, Aristotle's and more recently those of Hegei,
Heldegger, Whitehead and Wittgenstein,37 -The important
point here is that the Tit' is not between model and 'reality'
or the phenomena but between model and theory,

But not only must there be the latter fit but alsolthe
former, This 1s implied by the criteria of 'adequacy'. Here

L

the relation of the metaphysical scheme or theory itself to
reality is basic. This is somewhat similar to Ramsey's
tempirical fit'. Ferré does not use the term 'fit' in this
context (as he did in discussing coherence) but it bears a
strong family resemblance,

Since unlimited scope is the characteristic of meta-
physical models "only a fully comprehensive scheme will be
adequate to all the varieties of experience and knowledge
that must be integrated".38 The last term, 'integrated' is
reminiscent‘of Ramsey who sugzested that 'God' can be used
as a metaphysical integrator.

AdeQuacy requilres that no important range of human
experience and interest be ignored, denied or distorted,
There are problems here as Ferré recognizes, Ve can draw
no hard and fast a priori line between explaining and
explaining away. Ferré feels this is not a seribus problenm
since there is a simlilar problem in philosophy of science.4o

Other problems 2a2re handled by similar appeals. For

41

example we seem to be at the mercy of intuitions, Further
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there is the problem of level of adequacy. But a%ain pPET-

fect inclusiveness, an adequacy that explains alliaspects of

experience without distoriionis probably an unatt#inable
1

ideal. %2 i

The third criterion stresses internal conneéﬂion and in-
L
tegration rather than consistency. It is a criteﬂion
!
|
Ramsey advocatesf‘3 Again complete coherence is never attain-
|

able®* nor can we define precisely the acceptable%level of
i :

Nonetheless dilscoverable disconnection is a ﬁefect:

incoherernce,

|
The more the various elements of a schemq
can be shown to entall one another, the
more nearly integral, and therefore the
more successful, 1t may be counted as
being, (46) )

Again this criterion like the second is someﬁhat vague,
1

It is impossible to define g priori the acceptablé level of
incoherence thst can be tolerated, especially since the
conceptual scheme involved attempts an explanation of the
vhole of things, But Ferrﬁ appeals again to science: it is
not'possible to stipuiate how much complexity can be tolerated
before the standard of simplicity is violated.47

‘At any rate the process of human inguiry is not a mechani-
cal affalr as is sometmmeé depicted in loglc texts, But
neither is ii a matter of whim or arbltrary preference.48
Ferrd extends this point to include the criteris as a vhole.
He realizes the criterila are bound to seem lmprecise, and too
'dependent'on "feeling' and 'intuition'. Further there is a

built-in tension between the second and third criterion.
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"Scope and system are polar notions, "49

The tighter the
system the more temptation th:re is to omit part of the data
and the more scope is defended the harder it becomes to
retain system,So

Ferré meets the problem by reemghasizing that there is
more to scilentific method than usually realized. Feel,
hunch and intuition play very important roles.?l But of
course the scienﬁist can look to future experiences and new
data to turn up. The metzphysiclan cannot., So the disatis-

faction directed at metaphysics 1s not entirely due to a

"falsely idealized notion of inquiry in other domzins, "92

‘The understaending provided by metaphysical models and theories

is 1léss compelling than other types.

But is there any understanding at all? The answer de-
pends on how many modes.of understanding one is prepared to
allow.D? TFerrd cites five, the first taree of which would
be acceptable to most (symbolic abstraction, empirical
hypotheses and limited theories)54-while the last two are
55

moot-metaphysical theories and religious imagery.

Even granting the fourth to be legitimate problems

remain, For all ontological schemes seem to end in arbitrary

explanations and this is a "powerful threat to the sense of

understanding".56 The fifth mode 1s supposed to help over-

-

come this:

The theistic model, as religious imagery,

is a kind of symbolism which may function...
to overcome the threat of the arbitrary on
its valuaticnal side as well as to meet the
cognitive challenge of strangeness and dis-
connection on its theoretical side. (57)
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Ferré does not claim that the model succeds in doing this
but does claim progress In clarifying vhat modes of under-
standing are and which are not approjrisie. inevaluating such
}claims.58 As can be seen Ferré lays a great deal of stress
on the role of wvslue jJjudgements in construction of the theistic
model, Ramsey stresses this too but he i1s more inclined to
find parallels between moral language and religious 1anéuage.
Ferrf has a much more direct connection, Moral lanzuage
plays a fundamental role in shaping religious language and
theological models, |

In suggesting how the theigtic model ought to be refofﬁed
Ferre expecially stresses reforming its moral aspect-rejection
of certain 0ld Testament moral standards®? as well as re-
Jection of certain standafds nhe zlleges to find in the New
Testament such as aanti-semitism, anti-feminism, blood
sacrifice, the doctrines of the £all and of hell,®0

But if we are to modify the model while retaining the
Christian view how do we do sp0? What principle of selection
enables us to separate the wheat from the chaff? Ferré
suggests that if a 'dominant motif' could be found selection
could be mzde in terms of its own normative character.61
Thie is comparable to Ramsey's guest for a dominant model in

Christian Eiscourse.62 He suggests ultimately a personal

model, Ferré stiresses the agape model which would eliminate
anti-semitism, anti-feminism.  hell and rejection of the
wor'ld,63 while offering "a principle for radical social

reform'."64
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Let us then sum up the diferences and similarities
between Ferré and Ramsey, While Ramsey cills his models
'disclosure models' Ferré refers td his as 'conceptual',
The latter stresses the close counnection between model and
theory and is more value-oriented in constructing models,
But both agree that personal models must be used, that the
principle of falsification is inapplicable to these modéls
that they must be judged rather in terms of coherence, fit,
adequacy and on their abllity to integrate all of experiencs. -
(B) William Austin |
When we turn to Austin we find two major themes on winich
he concentrates: (a) paradox and (b) complementarity. Two
articles of his coacern us here, In the first he outlines
nhis theory by comparing paradox in sclence and theology and
suggestipg the usge of complementary models to overcome the
paradox, In the second he applies this 'complementarist'
interpretation to Ramsey's models.
He begins both articles with a quote froam A.N, Whitehead:
The dognas of religion are the attempts to
formulate in precise terms the truths dis-
cloced in the religious experience of mankind,
In exactly the same way the dogmss of physical
sclence are the attempts to formulate in
precise terms the truths disclosed in the sense-
cerception of mankind, (65)
of the numerous objections to this type of approach
Austin coneiders only the problem of paradox., Because rell-
gious discourse abounds in paradox, it has been suggested
that it is closer to poetry than science, But Austin raisesg

n66

the guestion "is science free from paradox? He appeals to
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the wave-particle duality pointing cut that the rival uccounts
of the nature of light (the wave theory and the particle
theory) "both must be pressed into service to account for the
nb7

phenomena,

He goes on to give us s definilion .. of paradox, indicates

briefly the grounds for speaking of the wave-particle duality

and proposes an interpretation of Neils Bohr's 'principie of
complementarity' and suggests that a complementary use of
models lies behind at least some theological paradoxes. His
definition of paradox 1is ”é statement which appesrs to be
either self-contradictory or incompatible with other state-
ments taken to be true.“68
Bohr's principle of complementarity which arose in the
1920s was "that any given’application of classical concepté
precludes the simultaneous use of other classical éoncepts
which in a different connection are ecqually necessary for thé

n69

elucidation of the phenomena, In Physics the photoelectric
and Compton effects required employment of particle models
where only wave models had been used before. Both models
must now be used in strange, perplexirg combinations.70
On the basis of these consiliderations Austin defines
'complementarity' as a
relation between two models used 1in the inves-
tigation of a given domain- a relation in which
the need to alternste, and combine features
of, two models imposes restrictions on the free-
dom and precision with which we can deploy
gach. (71)

Austin considers possible objections, that Bohr meant
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something different by 'complementarity' and that the present
wave-particle duality may Ee overcome, that Schrodinger and
others never gave up the idea of a unified wave or particle'
ltheory and that others -are working towards different, non-
complemzntary models.72 But Austin argues that even 1f thé
stage is merely transitional it does not materially affect
the position that an analysis of it will help us to understand
theclogical paradoxX. |

One such paradox that he feels 1s capable of a com-
plenentarest. intérpretation is the Justice-mercy dlcotomy.
Austin knows of no theologian who has self-consciously adopted
such a principle.73 Theologians have balznced affirmations
against contrasting affirmations but have not paid attention
to the manner in which thé use of one model limits the sense
in which. its contrasting partner can be taken.74 This is what
is lacking for example, in the justice-mercy paradox, The
atﬁempt to combine both by picturing God as a 'generally fair
but kind lenient parent' is "too indefinite''D

Further as it stands now the justice-mercy paradox does
not reflect the use of complementary models because "it
lacks.,.any sort of specification of how the need to use both
models restricts the freedom and precision with which each
is employed”.76

This is perheps his most important point, that the need
to use complementary models imposes limits on the freedom
with which each can be elaborated. For Austin, as with

- -
Kamsey and Ferre, what he propounds 1s more a program, hinis
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at a blueprint for theological progress rather than a completed
system,
In his second article Austin indicated more clearly what

a complamentryiszt interpretation of the love-justice paradox
involves, There are three basic elements:

(1) that behind the psradox lie the

models Merciful Father and Stern Judge,

(2) that theologians need both models in

their interpretation of experience, but

(3) that the need to preserve both re-
stricts the way that each can be de-

veloped, (77)

He then goes on to consider Ramsey's concept of models,
Ramsey on paracdox and relations among models in which he
asserts that there are 'hints of complementarity' in Ramsey.78
His definition of model 1s gquite similar to the formaliétic
account of Black, Kaplan and Bralthwalte:

‘what is a2 model? It is an object or set of
objects, whose properties and relations are
well known, used in the investigation of a
set of phenomena which 1s not so well under-
stood. The well-understood object...becomes
s model for the investigation of the ill-
understood phenomena when somecdne sees a
significent similarity between the structure
or web of relations in the former and struc-
ture or web of relations glimpsed in the
latter, (79)

For M to be a model of O there must be a relation of
isomorphism - identity of structure - between them?o Austin
feels that Ramsey's approach to paradox is incidental rather
than systemati081 and 1s a 'paradox-minimizing approach'.82
Paradoxes are to be resolved by tracing them back to their

disclosure basls and refusing to think of them in 'picture'

language. Austin raises four points about Ramsey' treatment
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of parsdox that leaves him uneasy.83 We can postpone most
of these until chapter five vwhen we consider the various
ériticisms made of Ramsey's models,

But one of these problems is germane to Austin's
thesiss  that of the relation among qualified models,84
Austin gives three reasons for regérding this relation as
important, Again we can skip these reasons for nov since
they include eriticism of Ramsey's viewpoint and pass over
to the last part of Austin's essay where he endeavours to
show that Ramsey hints at complementarity,

He finds two passages in Ramsey's earlier work that
drops such hints - his discussion of the doctrine of reser-

rection and immortality and the discussion of atonement,

In Freedom and Immortality Ramsey says:

" The doctrine of the resurrection of the body
and the immortality of the soul, if ... taken
together to make complementary claims, might
well be regarded as plotting from two opposite
points of view what the phrase 'immortality

of I' talks about, (85) '

Austin feels that this use of 'complementary' parallels
his because, despite differences "The main simlilarity is that
for Ramsey the need to recognize both doctines imposes limitls
on the freedom with which each can be elaborated.86

In Christian Discourse Ramsey speaks of the Hebrew model

of '"vindicatlion ageinst an o@pressor" as a "corrective" to
the model, "acquittal in a law court"'87  austin also says
that "In one isolated pa:sage he seems to allow the importance
of looking for coherence among doctrines beyond what is pro-

vided by their common basis in disclosure"88 (the pascsage 1is
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in MM, p. 66)
But there seems to be at least two other passages over-

locked by Austin in this connection. In Christian Discourse

Ramsey points to the importance of coherence as one criteria

of evaluating metaphysical models89 and in Religiousg laaguage

he raises "the problem of complementary languages and their

unity"9o

in connection with the doctrine of the hypostatic
union, “

To sum up: we have seen how Ramsey's concept of modéls
is quite different thap thet of Kaplan and Nagel and that
Austin and Ferrgé are much closer to Kaplan etc., that Ferré

is much more value-oriented than Ramsey and that Austin

suggests the need to use complementary models,



CHAPTER V
In our final chapter we sghall attempt an overall assess-
ment of the cognitive significance of models in religious dis-
course, We shall start with a few comments on Flew's fal-
sification criterion, Next we shall consider some of the
criticisms made by various writers-(such as Flew, H.D, Lewis,

Richard Hurlburtt) of Ramsey's use 0f models. Then I shall

attempt an overall assessment not only of Ramsey's models

e

but of the project itself (including the attempts of Ferr§,
Austin and John Hick. (the last-named ig considered not
because of his model-construction but because of his theory
of 'eschatological verification' and immortality).

(I) A sufficient number of difficulties for the positivist
criterion of meaning (whether in terms of verificatlion or |
falsification) have éiready been pointed out and acknowledged

1

by empiricists themselves™ even in the field of philosophy

of science from whence the criterion was allegedly derived
and in which it was supposed to be most applicable. The
most recent and most cogent of such critiques comes from

2 He points out that "We cannot prove theories

3

Imre lazkatos,

and we cannot disprove them either", Even more shtockingly

he argues "Exactly the most admired scientific theories

4

simply fail to forbid any observable states of affairs”,
Popper himself admits "'No conclusive disproof of a theory

can ever be produced'; thosge who wailt for an infallible diss



- 87 -
proof before eliminating a theory will have to wait forever
and 'will never benefit from-experienee'"5 In fact Popper

rejects the idea of falsification as a criterion of meaningz,

He asserts instead "Falsifiability separates two kinds of

perfectly meaningful statemeants: the falsifiable and the non-
falsifiable, It draws a line inside meaningful language,lnot
~around it."6

But does this really help the theist? According to

Popper "It must be possible for an empirical scisntific system

to be refuted by szeriencg”7 Of course if Lakatos is right

then Popper ls wrong. But even 1f Popper 1s right does this
help Flew and if he is wrong does thlis help the theist?

At this point to avoid confusion it 1is necessary to keep
several 1deas separate, (1) In the first place I don't think

there igs a problem of meaning for the thelist on account of

non-falsifiability, Flew has either mlisunderstood Popper or

simply appropriated him for his own purposes, that is he

takes Popper's criterion of demarcation and turns it into a

criterion of meaninz. But will it serve as the latter? The
answer 1s surely No.!

To start with Flew is not totally consistent in his treat-
bment of theory of meaning. In another context he says
correct usage-...csurely is and must be the standard of mean-
ing"B .

Now Flew might reply that the two criteria are not in-

compatible but is this the case? It is obvious that meaning

is much wider than cognitive meaning (granting that the ex-
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pression 'cognitive meaning' makes sense)9 Cohative, pres-
criptive, emotive and illocuvlionary sentences are all meaning-~
ful and obviously so without any reference whatever to verifi-
cation since they canaot be‘categorized as true or false.lo
'Shut the door' and 'Damn it' are both meaningful if and only
.1f we can understand them, VWhy should there be a different
criterion for cognitlve sentences since they are composed of
the same basic elements? 'Green wisdom flies vociferously'
and 'Cat up doér think our sweetness' are nonsense because of
the way the basic elements are'put together just as 'Jones
shut the door' (cognitive}and .'Shut the door, Jonesl' are
meaningful because of the way the elemenis are put together,
Since 'Jones shut the door' and 'Shut the door, Jones!' differ
only because of the position of 'Jones' why should we use
different criteria of meaning in the two cases?

(2) Vaile falsification is a2 problem for the theist,
verification is a tougher one,. It'is‘easier to stipulate what
would count against parﬁicular religious assertions than 1t
is to stipulate wnhat would support them, Take for example
the apostles' creed, Let us assume alsc for the sake of

argument (as Quine, Lakatos inter alia seem to believe) that

it is scientific systems as a whole not individual statemnents

that are verified or falsified, and let us apply this to
theological syétems. It seems sasy to show what would count
against the apostles' creed, (a particulary good exanmple
since (a) it 1s perhaps the only creed common té all brancheé

of the Christisn church and (b) it sets off Christianity
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from other religions such as Judaism and Islam) Part of the
creed assets 'I believe,,..in Jesus Christ his {God's] only
- Son our Lord Who was conceived by the Holy Ghost, Born of
the Virgin Mary, Suffered under Pontius Pilate, was crucified,
dead and burried...The third day he rose again from the
dead"

Now suppose that evidence was unearthed demonstrating

that Christ never lived. He obviously then could never have

been born of Mary (whether or not she was a virgin) could not

have suffered under Pontiué Pilate)
(hence could not have died for our sins) dead and buried nor
could he have risen again from the dead. All this would
follow trivially from the fact that Christ never existed., Of
course this would not affect the radical theologlan who wants

"existentialize" the New Testament nor

to demythologilze and
would it'disprove Jewish or Islamic theism.

So consider then the Jewlsh belief "God gave HMoses the
ten compandments" or the Islamic belief "lohammed is the
prophet of Allan"., Now suppose it could be shown that neither
Moses nor Mohammed evér existed? Then surely these claims
would be falsified. But how would they (Or 'Christ is the
son of God') be verified? This seems to be a much more
difficult problem,

Again of course it 1s not a problem for an existential
theologican (such as Tillich or .zgltmann) but their accouats
of religious language are (or seem to be) non~cognitive and

hence immune from such problems anyway (but not otners),

could not have been crucified,
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Similar considerations apply to discourse about miracles,
Talk about the miracles of Moses, Christ or Mohammed is not
meaningless any more than fairy tales, legends and classical
vand Nordic myths are.. our problems with witches, genies,
dragons and fairies as with God, immortality and miracles are
not with sense.but‘wiﬁh reference, that is the lack of evidence
that we should lend crcdence to claims regarding the afore-
mentioned entities and events, At this point we should note
that we disbeleive in witches et, al. not becéuse we have
evidence that they do not exlst but because we have no evi-
dehce that they do. Thus while universal statements are
falsifiable but not verifiable, existential statements are
verifiable but notv falsifiable, (One wore reason why Flew
should be asking not "what would falsify the statement 'God
exists'¥but'what would wverify itd)

(3) The point rezarding immortality and God requires
elaboration, Assuming we have disposed of the problem of
falsification have we merely left ths thelist with the proclem
of evideance (or reference) rather than sense? The answer at
this stage is Nol.

At first blush it seems easy to show that talk about
immortality is meaningful. If the statement 'Ali meh;are
mortal' is meanin@ful then surely 'All men are iummortal'’
is also, How could 'My pen'is blue' be meaningful if
"My pen is not blue' is non-sense? If 'Hothingness nothings'
is non-sense how can 'Nothingness does not nothing' be in-

telligible?
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Xet this is somewhat;superficial. For as I indicated
in chapter one there are only;two grounds upon which thé
'intelligibility of l1mmortality could be meintained,. The
former, Cartesian-Platonic dualism would be a great convenience
for the theist if he could defend this view of man, I doubt
if he can however so let us consider instead the intelligi-
bility of resurrection language,. |

John Hick has an interesting articlell (much more

interesting than Ramsey's discussion in Freedom and Immortality)

on this possibilility in which he argues that there is nothing
intrinsically unintelligible about the posegibllity of a person
being reconstituted as the same person after his death. He
first argues that if we has a case in which a person in North
America at a meeting of a learned society were to disappear
and at the same instant an exact replica of him were to re-~
appear in Australia and the person in Australia had the same
pﬁysical and mental'chafacteristics then we would be forced
to conclude that he was the same persbn as the one who
dissppeared in North America., "There is continuity of
memory, complete similarity of bodily features..;.and also
of beliefs, habits and mental propensities.”12
Hick postulates two other cases: the second in which a
man in America dies and a replica appears in Australia, the
third in whicli a man dies and a replicag appears not in
Australiz but in a "different world altogether, a resurrection
nl3

world inhabited by resurrected persons.

In 2ll these cases we would surely be entitled to infer
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thai the replica was in fact the same person as the original

Mr, X. There are several adv;ntages, Hick argues, in this
theorj that makes it attractive, "It is consonant with the
conception of man as an indissoluble psycho-physical unity and
yet it also offers the possibiliiy of an empirical meaning for
the idea of 'life after death'".l4 Thus it can be easily
accomodated to a Strawsonlan or Rylean concept of persons and
minds and 1is not susceplible to the objectioas against Platonic-
Cartesian dualism.

It also helps to answer Flew for it provides ‘egschato-

logical verification',15 a concept for which Hick acknowledges

Crombie's contribuﬁion in the New Essays in Philosophical
Iggglggl.lé Yet Hick realizes that such occurences as he
cites would not per se verify tneism: "Survival, simply as
such, would not serve to verify theism. It would not neces-
sarily be a state of affairs which is manifestly incompatible
with the non-existence of God, "7

If fact there cannot be, for Hick, any encounter with,
or direct experience of, God but only Iindirect, circumstantial
evidence that “pointe unambiguously to the existence of a

118

Joving God, The fact that the attributes of God such as

omnipotence, omnipresence, perfect goodness, infinite love

"cannot be ziven in humsn experience "

with an appeal to the Incarnation, "Our beliefs regarding

is countered by Hick

God's infinite being are not capable of observational verifi-
“cation...but they are susceptible of indirect verification

by the removal of rational doubt concerning the authority of



Christ."go

Hick appears to rule out the possibility of intersub-
jectiﬁity: "only the theistic believer can find the vindica-
tion of his belief."?l Since Hick explicity asserts, however,
that anyone can become a believer his theory can be reconclled
with the demand of intersubjectivity..

There remains this problem however., Vhat reascns are
Lhere for expecting eschatological verification? By similar
moﬁes one could establish the meaningfulness of alchemy,

astrology, magic, witchcraft, miracles etec. but do we have any

evidence that the stars influence our conduct, that witches
exist ete? Ve don*t gxperience people poppling out of being

and feappearing in Australia and don't seem to have any
reliable evidence ag yet that man Iis immortal although we

also don't have any difficulty in understendinz the meaning of
resurrection-talk. je surely can envisage Ezkiel's valley of
the dry bones and their reconstitution as persons (Ezek. 37)
but what grounds do we have for believing in such occurences?
This is the real problem not 'what do claims regsrding putative
resurrections mean?'

The same problem seeme to apply to disexmbodied con-
sciousness although the theist may have a genuine problém
here with intelligibility. Now I indicated earlier that
the theist would have a stronger although less convenient
case for immortality by rejecting Cartesian dualism,

But even if the theist doss reject Descartes' ‘'ghost in

the machine' he still has a problem with disembodied con-
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sciousness with God himself, Is it intelligible to talk

about a being who has sensations, volitions, thoughts,

intentions ete. but is "without body, parts or paseions"?2

This is a3 difficult if not impossible question to answer but
is basic to our problem,

According to Jerome Shaffer (who raises the issue in
regard to an after life not in relation to God):

a survival of consciousness after the death of
the body certainly 1ls imaginable, at. least in
one's own case,,..l seem to see the following:
people bending over a body which appears to be
mine, a doctor feeling for a pulse, an
ambulance arriving...and my body teken away.

I no longer see [my bodyl I watch a funersl,
hear people say kind things about me..,All
during this time I have thoughts, sense
impressions, feelings. I continue to be con-
sclous, but no longer have a body. BSurely this
is intelligible,  (23) : :

We Bre tempted to agree with Shaffer as we agreed with
the intelligibility of Ezekiel's vision., But is it this
simple? Note that Shaffer uses terms like 'see', 'look' and

“'hear', terms that normally if not always presuppose bodily
organs. Peter Geach argues:
As for disembodied sensations and feelings, ...
connexions are broken in this case; there is
no handhold for applying "sensuous" concepts
to disembodied existence at gll- we just
do not know what we are doing if we try. (24)

Yet Geach does not draw what seems to be the obvious

conclusion, that talk about disembodled consciousness is

meaningless: "Denying sense.to the attempt to think of
feelings, sensations, emotions, etc.,, apart from a living
orzanism may seem to be practically the same as denying dis-

embodied mind altogether. Such a denial does not follow, "2
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Yet, citing St. Thomas, Geach says "Sensuous experiences
are possible only in connection with a living organism.”26'
Two questione can be reised here, First, is it any more
inteiligible to speak of thinking without a brain then it is
to speak of seeing and hearing without eyes and ears? WOuldn't

we have the same problem mutatis mutandi with thinking? Do

we have any more experience of thought without a brain than
wve do of sight and sound without eyes and ears?

Now lest 1t be misunderstood it should bé pointed out
that the above argument does not imply a mind-brein ildentity
thesis any more than the poinp regarding sightvimplies any
identity between seeing and light rays hitting the eye-ball,
It simply raises the point that we do not have experience of
thought without a brain and we db experience people with
breins thinking, that 1s, the brain seems to be a necessary
and‘perhaps sufficient condition for the poscsibility of
thought. Sensations may also be necessary for thought. What
would we think about if we had no sensations? A god without
sense-experience would‘be thought thinking itself!

If Aquinas did assert (as Geach says) thatl sensuousu:
experiences are possible only in connexion with living organ-
isms then either (a) God has no knbwledgecﬁ‘the universe
and of human history or (b) he knows it on the basis of pure
thought (that is)He is a pure rationalist) or (c) he pre-

destined 1t all and is unaware of what goes on (perceptually

unaware) but knows what must be going on because he planned

it. ©None of these options 1is particularly appealing to the
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theist.

The better position wou.d be to reject Aguinas (and Geach)
and cleim that sensuous and intellectual experiences can
oceur (in God's case, at least) without the orgzns that
(in man's case) always accompany such experiences, Here is
the classic case of the theist avioding the Scylla of anthro-
pomorphism and riéking the Charydis of agnosticism. Do we
know what the theist 1s talking about when he speaks of God
in personal terms without ascribing material object predi-
cates to God?

This 1s a very difficult question and 1t masterly

exploited by Hepburn in Christianity and Paradox. As he

points out "there are some tests for the existence, presénce,
and activities of Egrsons,"but arparently not for God‘27
God is spoken of as a 'personal beling' and also as beinz ‘out-
side of space and time !, 28 Is it intelligible to speak of
God as both personal and a beling 'witbout body, parts or
passions'?

It seems that the only plausible move for the theist (we
shall soon explore Ramsey's) is to maintain that it is a con-~
tingent fact that we see with our eyes, hear with our ears,

think with (or becsuse of ) our brain, that is, the brain is a

necessary condition for our thougnt, This it true of man but
not of God. In fact man could heve seen with his ears, heard
with his eyes, thought with his stomach or without these

orgens. Presumably then so can God,

Even if the theist is conceded this much there still
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remains the problem of reference and it is clear by now that
this is his major problem not:tﬁat of sense, The problem

with statements about witches, fairies, unicorns is not

meaning but reference, BSimilarly with God except that with

Him we have the added prdblem that whereas we can draw pic-
tures of witches and fairies we can't picture God. (Zeus yes,
but not God)

Is God (existentially) in the same category as witches,
unicorns, and ghosts or in that of chairs, horses, stars and
trees (even if he does have a different 'mode of being')?

As pointed out earlier in this. chapter (p.90) we have suf-
ficient grounds for rejecting existential claims if we have no
grounds for accepting them, This is the fundamental problem
that the philosophical theist faces. Now Ramsey's models
claim to solve the proovlems of both sense and reference., To
what extent do they accomplish this, particularly the latter?

(II) To help answer this guestion we shall consider some
" of the more important criticisms made of Ramsey's use of models,
R. Hurlburtt refers to Ramsey and compares theological and
sclentific models:

The mo&els of scieﬁtific operatlion are expan-
sible, coherent, indirectly verifiable and

fruitful, subject to public criteria, and are
usually glven up when other models prove more
advantageous, They tend to be quite dynanic,
This dis not true of theological and religilous

beliefs. (29)

Flew in a review of Ramsey's Christian Discourse raises

the criticism that Ramsey f2lls to show how religious dis-

course gets started and he also reemphasizes the familiar
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theme about falsifiability,©

H. D, Lewis offers a'critique of Ramsey in Philosophy

of Religion. In regard to Ramsey's 'lively and homely'
examples of the man on the train and the stuffed-shirt
judgeBl he comments "A difficulty which arises at once about
these examples is that of deciding what the 'more than what's
seen' involves."?2 TFurther it is "not enough to exhibit the
peculiarity of religious utterances without saying more about
the sort of meaning they do have and how Lhey are validated".32
He feels that Ramsey 1is wrbng in claiming that we, by his
method, bypass old controversies: In discussing freedom and
immortality Ramsey claims that we have experiences that
trascend the preseht, But "What...heve we beyond certain sorts
of human situastion?"34
He feels in addition that Ramsey is too vague and im-

precise, thst he is in danger of making the idea of immortality
empty of all precislion and significance (Lewis is surely ’
correct at this point) of taking out of religion any reference
to reality other than peculiar situations in the present life:

How far Professor Ramsey manages 10 escape

these dangers and retein 1n the notion of

disclosure situations, ...a reference to

some genuine reality beyond what is 'observable'

is a truly difficult gquestion...Has he got us,

in any substantial way, beyond the notion

of a specilal way of viewling the course of
merely human experience? (35)
One final point of Lewis' is worth citing, namely, what
about conflicting claims?36 Roman Catholics, Hindus and

Moslems &1l use odd language. How are we to adjucate these
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conflicting claims? In trying to avoid the pit of anthro-
pomorphism Ramsey comes dangerously élose to that of
agnosticism.37
Williavaustin raises difficulties somewhat related to
those I have already noted, In regard‘to Ramsey's example of
Gestalt forms and infinite sum he asks if our grasp of what

38

goes on here is a disclosure of a mystery. 'in our non-
theological example is the "something more" rsally mysterious?'>9
In raising the problem of what does a 'cosmic disclosure'
disclose he feels Ramsey can be defended but fails to in-
. 4
-dicate how,+O
I mentioned in our expositlion of Austin that he raised
four points about Ramsey that 'leave one uneasy'. They are:
a) "First, 1t is not as clear as one might wish
what constitutes properly tracing models...
back to disclosures," (41)
He feels that Ramsey's treatment of models and gualifiers
is too schematic at this point,
b) Second, given his heavy reliance on dis-
closures as the basis for harmonization of
models, one wonders how we know that all
disclosures are disclosures of one mystery...
c) Third, how does one tell a genuine dis-
closure from a false one? (42)
As can be seen this third point 1s quite similar to lLewls,
If a Buddhist or a Muslim claims a disclosure of say, Nirvana
or Allah is this claim to be accepted or not? I not why
accept Ramsey's claims?
d) Finally, granting that models are born in

disclosures of a common mystery, one wonders. .
why we cannot expect that the models and the
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discourse developed from them should

interlock in one non-paradoxical set of

doctrines, (43)

Austin elaborates this final point sugéesting three

reasons why the relation between theological models ought
to be taken seriously: 1) They should‘énable us to be articu-
late about mystery, 2) being articulate about mystery involves
using models to interpret experience and 3) it is reasonable
to expect the models used to interpret experience to be co-

44

herent with each other, If the latter critérion is not met
we can still use models but their conflict will remain a
standing problem. This seems a sound point and one to which
Ramsey himself subscribes when he advances coherence as a
criterion by which to evaluate models,

Point two is importasnt also, Austin gives two peasons for
regarding Ramsey's models as interpretations of experience.
Pirst, they are to enavle us to be articulate about mystery.
While theological models 'differ from sclentific in being con-
cerned primarily with mystery whereas the latter are con-
cerned with articulatioh the difference 1s one of emphasis for
211 disclosures (including theological ones) aim at both
understanding and mystery.45 |

Second, the non«theblogical examples of 'empirical'fit'
models (mild depressive and 'a ldves b') are clearly inter-
pretations of experience, Al ﬁhis point Austin suggeets
falsification procedures are not nearly as simple as ERamsey
suggests and refers especilally to the works of Hempel,

46

Quine and Kuhn.
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Ferré in summing up Ramsey's discussion of the characteri-
zatlons of God as elaborated in chapter two of Religious
Language quotes his defence against the charge of 'subjectivism'
and comments "Although Ramsey has here suceeded in 'empha-
sizing' his view he has not advanced a étep toward defending
it. He fails to deal with illusions or the place of hallucina-
tion in experience."47 He also feels Ramsey has confused
experiencing-as-objective with having experience of the
objective. "8 Experiencing a rope as a snake is not the
same as having experience QQ e snake.

In addition a point made by Dorothy Emmet in her dis;
cussion of the role of analogy in theology is quite germane
here, Her comment is especially appropriate since the
example used 1s the analogy of God as a father which Ramsey
treats as a model. She says that to speak in such a way is
to speak‘neither anthropomorphically or merely symbollically:

It is to illustrate the relation of dependence
which obtains between creature and creator by
means of the andlogy of the relation of child
to parent. But the appropriateness of the
analogy depends on the reality of the relation
which it exemplifies, The existence of the
relation cannot be established by analogical
argument. (49)

How then are we to assess the validity of these criti-
cisms? We shall begin Hurlburtt's since they seem to be the
weakest and shall conclude with my own, |

Hurlburtt's complaint is almost but not quite totally
unfounded. Theological models are susceptible to quite

extensive changes as the history of Christian tnought shows,

The whole history of Protestantism (which was by no means
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the first alttempt to alter the Christian model and theory)
began in an effort to 'reform' the model and this model has
become progressively more radical since., Both Ramsey and
Ferré seem to realize this, Ferr?@ wants to reform the model
anﬁ rethink the theory which is precisely what theologians
have been doing (although not in these terms nor probably
as self-consciously as Ferré advocated) and Ramsey 1s clearly
doing something‘like this and does not claim to have said the
finel word,

This of.course may seem to obscure a very sound point
~that Hurlburtt has, that scientifiic models aré.verifiable and
fruitful in a way that theologicdl ones are not, It is not
quite as obvious however that scientific models are as co-
herent as he thinks. The wave;particle duality i1s ounly one
example. Austin makes. a goocd point here., It seems that both
theology and scilence need complementary’models,

But Hurlburtt begs the question regarding the unveri-
fiable nature of theological models, He does not show that
the criteria of empirical fit is an unacceptable one nor that
Ramsey's attempt to find an empirical anchorage for religious
languszge 1s unsucessful, Further we could substitute 'natura-
listic' for 'theological and religious' and create simiiar
difficulties for him and Flew,-C

What phen about Flew's points? The spectre of unfalsi-
fiability raises itself here again’of course., Ram:ey does
attempt to show how the discourse gets off the ground. The

real question is whether or not he justifies it,
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Now at this point the game of intellectual ping-pong
really begins, When Flew (as does Hurlburtt) throws the un-
falsifisbility problem at the theist he could throw it back,
What would falsify Flew's position? VWould any amount of .
evidence of design convince Fléw of the falsity of his position?

‘He would have an obvious counter-retort viz, if the
universe contained much less or no éuffering, especlially of
children and animals; or if 1t were the case that what
suffering there was served some neéessary and useful purpose
and was distributed much more obviously éccording to merit,
(the 'bad' guys a2lways suffered and the 'good' guys always
'prospered etc, ) then belief in God would be intelligible,

The theist would then reply, (roughly) that much evil is
due to human free will, that certaln evils make higher goods
possible, that other eviis are due to the uniformity of nature
vhich ig neccesary if we are to make reliable predictions and
control nature and if“moral responsibility 1s possible etc,
low much more could be said on the subjsct as indeed much has
been, enough to warrant a separate thesis, My intention is
not to solve this problem bﬁt that of the intelligibility of
religious language and the adequécy of 'models' in elucidating
this intelligioility.

The problem of evil then is not introduced here because
I intend to solve it (or demonstrate its insolubility). I
have two basic motives for interjecting it., PFirst it is one
indication (contra Flew) of the meaningfulness of religious

discourse, Seccond it is the most difficult problem for




- 104 -
Ramsey and his handling of it‘is one of the weakest aspects
of his theology. |

(III) We shall return to the second point later, For
now let us concentrate on the former. I earlier indicated -
why 'I though Flew's example rather than showing the meaning-
leszness of religious langzuage showed the opposite. At this
point it 1s appropriate to substitute my own theory of
cognitive meaning which is probably'as inadequate as any other,
I indicated earlier in chapter one that, if suitably quélified,
the verification/falsification principle was a sound one for
all respectable academic disciplines (except formal ones of
'course) and that there were no particularly good reasons for
excepting theology. Instead of stipulating the probably un-
attainable ideal of complete verificationor falsification
however we should substitute 'cogfirmation’ anc give up the
idea of conclusive confirmatiqn or disconfirmation.

Thus we know whét the proposition p means if and only if
we know wﬁat would tend to confirm it and disconfirm it. We
know what would tend to confirm "All crows are black" (all
observed crows being black) and what would disconfirm it (a
white crow) It might seem that the latter would give us con-
clusive disconfirmation. But it is open.to the universal
blackecrowist to maintain that this odd looking bird is merely
a funny type of sparrow,

The existence of evil then 1is disconfirming evidence of
God's existence (or goodness), The maldistribution of pain

and suffering is evidence either that God is unjust or does
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not exist., A universe where only the 'guilty' suffered and
the innoccent did not or where there was evidence of beneficent
design would be the opposite,

This criterion preserves to a degree the intelligibility
of ‘'immortality' language (using the term in a more traditional
manner than Ramsey) Survival of death or resuscitation of the
corpse wduld be confirmation»of immortality but obviously
not concluelve evidence, There could.behno such thing from
the'lggig of the situation. We could not know until the end
of eternity if we were immortal, On the oprosite scale
there could be a quilte plausible case for denying immortality,
The close connection, for exauple, of brain processes with
thought and consciousness constitutes evidence against the
concept of survival and ﬁhe dissolution of the corpse into

its constituent chemical elements is confirmation of the

z]

impleusibility of resurrection. Agaln psychilec research and
thie moral argument mé&.be regarded as confirmstion of
immortality.

None of these arguﬁents strikes me as conclusive but
this hardly makes them unintelligible, On the contrary the
fact'that we can appeal to the above cited evidence indicates
thé oppoeite, It is significant that the believer in
immortality, would, clte psychlc research or the moral argument
and‘not such facts as 'Birds fly' or 'The Democrats won the
1960 eleétion'. Nor does the denier of immortaliiy point to
the ellipticzl orbits of the planets or the mating habite of

the Perian earthworm as the grounds for his skepticism, Yet
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if these concepts of immortality were unintelligible it is
difficult to see how this would be possible,

Take as a contrast an obviously meaningless phrase such
as 'Green wisdom flies slowly' or 'Nothingness nothings'.
Would anything confirm or disconfirm either of these asser-
tions even partially? Furthner the mofal argument regarding

immortality cuts both ways and this too 1s significant,

In Christian Discourse Ramsey mentions ¥.D, Maurice's re-

jecetion of the doctrine of hell, He notes that Maurice did

not reject it.because of any 'humane revulsion against the
notion that the majority of mankind could be doomed to

eternal punishment.'Sl This revulsion seems to be at the
heart of Remsey's and FerrS's (it obviously is in the latter's
case) rejection of this doctrine, and of its rejection by
countless others. But it is certainly ndt rejected because

of its meaninglessness, On the éontrary it is precisely
becaﬁée people understand what this doctrine méans that they
do - reject it.

The rejection is not purely empirical nor for that matter
purely moral either., It 1s more loglcal than anything else,52
At least this seems to be the case with Ferrf, The concept
of agape as Ferrd sees it is not consistent with that of

Hell. ©Now at this point Ferré has a much clearer and stronger

‘case than Ramsey. On the former's premises he has very good

grounds for rejecting sald dogma., But the unintelligibility
of Ramsey's concepts comes clearly to the fore here,

In Religious Language as we saw in dealing with the .
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problem of ev’. .2 suzid wé use the word 'good' of God too
casually and tasi ‘God' is outside of 'good' language al-
together, But L7 th:us is the case Ramsey would have no
grounds &s Ferré Jdoes for rejecting hellfire, After =211 if
God is good im inome ulte different sense than the ordinary

then it is hard %o

42}

ee how God's 'goodness' (if we can still
use the term) ig inconsistent with hellfire, In speaking of
God in terms of ‘supreme redeeming love' Ramsey tells us ﬁwe
are not making an acsertion in descriptive psycholegy- we are
not claiming to knnw comething sbout the private life of

God, 07

rst of the three major problems and diffi-

This is the T
culties with Ramsey 't thesis that I wish to stress, In
attempting to avoid ithd¢ Scylla of anthropomorphism and the
Charybdis of agnosticism Ramsey certainly dvoids the former
but what about the latter? The second major problem is that
of coherence. For wo' I shall dwell on the first siace I have
in.effect already reised 1it.

We can in this context consider Lewls' critique of

Ramsey that he wsi.. ihe concept of immortality (among others)
vague and imprec’ .+ und 1s in Jdanger of removing ontic

refenence, It seems 1o be a valid criticism,

Of course kauwsey does not want to remove ontic refereace
but intent and resuls ~Tten differ and it is the latter we
want to deal with aers, Flrst it is not at all clear Lo

me that Remsey's ccoonnat of 'First cause' 'infinitely wise

and good' and ‘iwmoeri.iity' are more intelligible than the
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ones they are spparently designed to replace, I say '‘appar-
ently' because 1t is not clear whether Ramsey is offering a
new concépt or.merely elucldating what he feels was implicit
in the older ones,
At any rate some of his arguments against 'traditional'
interpretations of 0ld concepts do nbt seem at all cogent,
It is not self-evident that 'first éause',‘infinitely wise'
etc, are self-contradictory. He says for example that ‘'wise'
implies 'wiser' and 'godd"implies 'better'. True, but he
has apparently never absorbed the elementary school lesson
regarding the grammer of superlztives, We have 'good'
'petter' and 'best', and 'wise' ‘wiser' and 'wisest'. It
might be ﬁrong but it hardly seems contradictory to call
Solomon the wisest person who ever lives, That 'wise' implies
'wiser' does not mean anyone was wiser than Solomom, Similary
if God 1is infinifely wise (or better prefectly wise) not only
is no one wiser than he but it would not be possible for any
one to be wiser,

To say that 'God 1g infinitely wise' in this latter
sense may be fzlse or at least impossible to verify (presum-

ably the design argument is supposed to offer confirming but

not conclusive evidence for this claim) but it is at least

intelligible and does not seem contradictory, Ramsey's con-
cept however is very difficult to define since he won't let
it be descriptive., Lven the analogicel use of 'wise' is more
intelligible since there 1s at least some connection between

'wisdom' as used of God and as used of Man, (zs 1s the case
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with 'good') but Ramsey seems to destroy even this minimum
of intelligibility by putting 'God' outside good and wise language

altogether,

Nor is the concept 'first cause' obviously self-con-

tradictory. ©Perhaps it 1s butl the way Ramsey argues it seems

to be a petitio principll against the cosmological arguﬁent.
There can be no first cause because 'cause' implies a prede-
cessor, But this is anything but clear. 'Aristotle, Agquinas
and k., Taylor certainly didn't (or don't) think so. There
are surely better arguments against the cosmological proof
than this. Further as indicated earlier Taylor i1s much
clesrer aboutl what he means by 'firét cause' than Ramsey 1is.
In fact Ramsey 1s always much clearer 1n rejectinz positions
than he is in embracing them. Ferré's concept of agape is
fairly straightforward and intelligible., Ramsey's ideas of
'love' and 'good' do not seem to be nearly as lucid.

The second major problem Ramsey has 1s that of coherence,
Here Austin is relevant, although he perhaps points the way
out of the dilemma with his 'complementarist' interpretation
of models, As we saw he sald that models should be expected
to cohere since they are Interpretations of experience and
Ramsey himslef stipulates coherence as one of the criteria for
evaluating models.

This was one of the four roints that left Austin 'uneasy'
about Ramsey. (and was one of Hurlburtt's points) Now it is
all too easy to point to the wave-particle duallty in optics.

54

Ramsey himself cites this in Religion and Bcilence, Even
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if this is taken as a useful parallel he still has problems.
But even this 1s dubitable. Austin points out, perhaps
correctly, that Ramsey is over-confident about the wave-
particle duality.55 Further the physiclst can point to the
consistent mathematical formalism. of quantum theory 'Theology

156

does not have anything corresponding to thisformalism, nor
can an ostensive definition of 'God' be given as it can be
for 'light’.

At any rate there are still two further problemé for
Ramsey even if we grant that the wave-particle dualiiy is a
parallel to ﬁheological paradox. First, 1if contradictory or
incompatible models can be used by.theologians to interpret
'religious experience' then 1t is difficult to see the point
behind Ramsey's coherence criteria, It becomes a2 dead letter
that can never be applled, If someone points out an apparent
anomaly,'contfadiction, parazdox or whatever in Ramsey's theory
and betweeh his modelg he  will merely reply that these are
not picture models aﬁd'are not descriptive so the problem
dogs not arise and anyway scientists heve similar problems.
The coherence criterion in fact is no oriﬁerion at all, It
is made inoperativé by these moves and Ramsey's models do
die the deéth by a thousand gualifiers,

Second the appeal to the wave-particle duality 1is one
of Ramsey's arguments for regarding the sclentific map as
fragmented and in need Jf integration by a theological model,

But if in fact the theist himself has similar mocdels his own

mep is fragmented and therefore in need of integration,
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'God' like 'light' is referred to by using imcompatible models.
But how can 'God' serve an ihtegrating function if the word
itself 1s in need of integration?

The third major problem for Ramsey is that of 'empiripal
fit', This is related to a number of problems most of which
have been raised by the writers refefred to earlier, I have
suggested already that religious laﬁguage'is intelligible,
at least as iaterpreted elther in a traditional sense‘(if
there 1s such a thing - there are probably at least 57 varieties
of 'traditional® theism) or as reinterpreted by a 'reformer'
such as Ferré&. |

The real problem with religious language it seems is

not its meaninzgfulness but 1ts truth. The conclusion Flew

should have come to 1f his insight is valid 1is not that

'God loves us' is mesningless but that is is false., Take as

perhaps a2 better example the statement 'God created the heavens

and the earth in 4004 B.C! One might be temptsed to call it

meaningless but it is more likely to be regerded as false,

and whatever the defects of traditiomlChristian theism 1t 1is

least has the virtue of belag falsifiable, to this degree,
Ramséy himself implicity concedes this in discussing

the Fall of man. He admits that it can describe no historicalbﬂ

event and that Christians who try to malintain that it does

are playing into the hands of the enemy and have lost the

battle before it begins.57 Way? Presumably because the

empirical evidence against this position 1s very conclusive

even if not absolutely conclusive, But agaln at least this
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position has the merit of being falsifiabls (because falsified)
while it is not at all easy to stipulate what would dis-
confirm let alone falsify Ramsey's position.

But perhaps this is being too harsh or unfair to Rzmsey.
I am prepared to grant that what Ramsey is saying 1s intelli-
gible even if I can't understnzd all of it partly at least
becau;e there does after all seem to be confirming or dis-
confirming evidence for it, The disclosufes Ramsey talks
about do give him an empirical anchorage no matter how weak
it may seem,

The real problem is to Justify the objective, ontological
reference of these disclosures, Now here a great deal can
be cdnéeded. First of 211 he does have a firm basis for
arguing that we have a self-awareness that 1s not reducible to
observables and transcends the spatio-temporal aspects of
our behaviour, Second, 1t docs make sense to speak of a
'sense of duty' and even of a sense of freedom (but not free
Eill)58

I would even be prepared to add to this list items that
are objects of extrasensory perceptlion - space, time even per-
haps aesthetic experience. I am further prepared to concede
that the concept of '‘empirical fit' is a tenable and accep-
table alternative to experimental verification even if Ramsey
exaggerates the difference between these two, I am even
sympathetic to the whole project of constructing models and
theories to elucidate the phenomena of religious experienbe,

As a program it is very interesting and possibly fruitful,
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I see no a priori reasons for ruling it out of ceurt. But
it does seem that a great deal more is needed to justify
the enterprise not & process but as product.

But granting all this we still have this problem: all
the concepts that involve 'more than observables} - 'duty'
'freedom' 'space and time' etc. also<involve observables and
are categories needed to make sense out of observation, Is
the same true of 'God'? Here Ramsey would claim that the dis-
closure situation justifies positing the term 'God' as other

disclosure-situations justify positing 'I', 'freedom' etc.

’
Bﬁt the critigues of Ferré, Lewis and Austin become relevant
here as well as those of Miss Emmet.

How do we tell a genuine disclosure ffom a false one?
(Austin) What about the disclosures and odd languages of
Hindus and Buddhists? (Lewis) What gbout hallucinations and
dreams? (Ferré) Are disclosures perhaps not fantasies or
perhaps wishfulfillments? To experience an ocasis (or mirage)
as objective is not to have experience of an objective oasis,
Ramsey has exhibited the pecullarites and logical oddity of
religious language but he needs both to elucidate the meaning
of it'morefqlearly and indicate how 1t is validated much
more cogently and lucidly. This, of course, does not mean
it can't be done. I don't know if it can be but it does seem
to be clesr that Ramsey has not yet done.it.

What sbout Ferré and Austin? I find myself more sym-
pathetic to Ferré (than to Ramsey) mainly because he seems

more intelligible and straigntforward and also because
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his concept of models ié closer to that of philosophers of
sclence and hence seems to have a greater cognitive signifi-
cance,

But even here there are problems, Once again one can
make important concessions. One can certainly sjmpatbize wifh
any  attempt to reform the Christian'model by emphasis on
agape as an antidote to certain undesirable moral consequences
of the 0ld model (although it should be noted that Ferre fails
to show this undesirability) Whether these consequence are
due to the model is a moot point but it is difficult not to
sympathize with the proposed reform.v

But do all the consequences he wants follow from making
agape the dominant model? This will undouﬁtedly help us ad-
Judicate conflicting value stances within Christian theory,
leed us to modify or reject certain doctrines and help us
unpack the moral attributes of God, But what about the
metaphysical (or natural) attributes of God? Do, say,
simplicity, infinity, aseity et., al. follow from the agape
model?

Further what justifies us in choosing the agape model?

It would be nice to believe in the ultimate rightness of

things butvcan such a bellef be sustained? Perhaps it can

but Ferrd offers no reasons for it other than s value judgement
aﬁout'the importance of.égggg.

Why for example not accept a hell-consigning God and
simply deny predicating agape of him? Or why posit the moral

attributes of God or even God himself? Ferﬁé himself zc-
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Knowledges that:

theologzical statements are not the only ones
which provide possible models for the oblique
understanding of the nature of things, Many
.rival conceptual syntheses are urged from
different quarters, All, including theism,
suffer apparent weakness; (59)

He does offer interesting criteria or adjudicating principles

for deciding about models:
if some models are capable of providing
greater coherence and adequacy than others,
we may begin to suspect that this tells us
something not only about the models but also
about what reality is like: reality is of
such a character that a metaphysical system
based on model X is more capable of inter-
preting our experience and unifying our
ideas than is & metaphysical system based
on model Y. (60)

I see no reason to gquarrel with this but then Ferré is
still left with the problem of demonstrating the greater co-
herence and adequacy of the theistic model to that of "gquanta
Z
of energy without purpose or intrinsic value"®l

Perhaps it is pos&ible to demonstrate one to be more co-
herent and adequate than the other but Ferré does not show
this in any great detail, The same point, 1t seems, arises
for Ferr& as for Ramsey. Judged in terms of empirical fit
or coherence and adequacy do the models of Ferre and Ramsey

survive their own criteria? Perhaps they can.3ut I think Ferré
and Ramsey both have to offer a more convincing case,

The suggestion of Austin is also interesitiing and pers
haps fruitful. Again no & priori reason that I can see in-

duces me to reject it. If physicists can use a wave-particle

dualism and speak of space as both finite and unbounded why
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can't the theist speak of God as both merciful and just and
of Christ as both Son of man and son of God? (and therefore
presumably both finite and infinite i.e. unbounded!)

The answer to this question leaps to the eye, After all
the physicist presumably has good empirical reasons aad com-
licated mathematical formulase for regarding light as both
wave and particle, Certain experimental phenomena require
explanation of light in terms of one coneept and other
phenomena redquire explanation in terms of the‘other. Similar
reasons, I assume, dictate the paradoxes about space, Indeed
one need not know much about relativity theory to reallze
there are paradoxes of space and time. Zeno and Kant pointeéed
some of these out long before Einstein.

The problem then for the theist is to present empiricél
evidence for his 'paradoxes' and models, Can he show, for
example, that there are good reasons for treating the pheno-
mena as revealing God as just in some cases and merciful in
others? Can he give empirical anchoraze for the claim that
Jesus, to be understood,must be regarded in some way as the
son of God? (the first aspect of this paradox- the humanitiy
of Jesus - would be relatively easy 1o demonsﬁrate)

If thevtheist cen do this he will have a tenable case
for his models and paradokes. If not he'may be able to main-
tain the intelligibility of hié concepts but will have no
cogent reasons for accepting their agplicability to reality.
Ramsey as we have seen claims to maintain both - intelligi-

bilitj and applicability to reality. He asserts "the very
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aptness of the word I use -~ disclosure - is that the ob-
Jective reference is safeguarded, for the object declares
its objectivity by actively confronting us”.62

Now theology is unique compared to the sciences for
(among other reasons)ii's object is peculiarly elusive. The
physicist can point to electrical, oﬁtical)magnetic ete.
phenomena, As the biologlst can polint to living things so
the social scilentist can point to h- man Béings and the pheno-

mena of economic, political, soclal and cultural systems.

Perhaps it may seem that the chemist and historian and archaeo-

logist are in a similar position., "Ho man hath seen God at
- 16 . .
any time' 3 but no man hath seen sub-atomic particles nor

doth the historian or archaeoclozilicet see the events of the past,
They can of course polnt to phenomena (chemical reactions,
documents, inscriptions, rslics etc,) that clearly testify to
some objective phenomena that they study. But God is
singularly elusive, ‘Does Ramsey help us here?

He claims that the sitories of immutebllity and impassi-
bility are the "foundetions in fact Tor assertions about
God's immutawility end impassibility”64 But while the
examples hélp us to understand what is meant by calling "God"
immuteble and»impassible they don't justify applying these
attributes to God all they Jjustify is thelr applicablility to
the universe, Precisely how do we leap from "The universe
discloses situations of permanence and impassibility” to
"God is immutable and impassible"? There are too many logical

and epistemic gaps here that Ramsey falls to f1l1ll in,
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This is a good example of Ramsey's ambiguous use of
'disclosure', In these stories there are at least two types

of disclosure: (a) one in which we gain an understanding of

A in terms of B whether or not B or A exist ané (b) the case

where we grasp something more in an existent. Ramsey

acconmplishes (a)'in the case of immutability and impassibility
but not (b) although he claims to have done so.

Ramsey has similar problems with 'goodness' although
here the issue is complicated by an addiﬁional difficulty.

In chapter three we saw Ramsey place 'God' outside of mutable
and passible language, But he also placed the teram outside

of 'good' language. Here Ramsey has a serious problem, (1)
Is God outside of 'good' language as he is said to be outside
of mutable and paszible language? If so God 1s not good, a
rather disastrous consequence. (2) Is God outside of ‘'good'
language as a stone, tree or even an enimal might be? Then he
is amoral,

Assuming that Ramsey can escape the horns of thils dilemma
andé drew an analogy between infinite goodness and inTinite
sums we &till have the problem of reference, VWhy predilcate
of God infinite wisdom and infinite goodness, that 1is, why
assume there is a "spirit infinite in his being wisdom, good-
ness, Jjustice, and truth" (Westminster Confession)? There
is Jjust as gfeat an epistemological and logical gap between
"There are infinite sums" and "A circle is a polygon with an

infinite number of sides" on the one hand and "God is infinitely

good and wise' on the other,- as there was in our previous
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examples of immutability and inpassibility.

The problem of meaning.ih gshort is a bogus probléem., But
the Flew-Hepburn challenge is by no means confined so narrowly
and while Ramsey, Hick, Ferr€® and Austin to a large extent
meet the challenge on the ground of meaning it may well be a
Pyrrhic victory if the real problem bf verification (reference)
is not met and as of yet it has not been, From thils, of
course, it does not follow that it cannot be met but cer-
tainly the theist has & great deal of logical~epistemological

homework to do.
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