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ABSTRACT

The thesis beings with a brief discussion of A.J. Ayer's failed
attempt to show that religious discourse is meaningless because central
claims such as "God exists" are not empirical in ngture. It then moves
to a consideration of D.Z, Phillips' account of religlous language whers-
in, rather than there being one general rule for tha ie’lcingfnlhess of
a given claim or statement, each "langusge-game" or mode of discourse
is seen as having its own criteria for méaning and meeningfulness. o
Phillips agrees that "God exists" is not an empi.r:lcel chﬁn, but sees
this as leading to different conclusions than those resched by Ayer.

The work of Ian Ramsey is next considered, and the mious st:engths

and weaknesses of his "broadened empiricism" are discusssd sud h:l.s work

| is ccmpered vith that of Phillips. . ’ . '

. In Chapter Two the notion of a "grmtict! cls:l.n", as develcped.

. by: Stuart Brown, is presented, and it is ergued thet llnch claims are n%’
to be identified with analytic claims or empirical claimd, The various -
hsracteristics of empirical claims are presented end dlscussed,c cnd :l.t
is argued that "God exists' is such a claim. 1t is furtheted ergued

that conceptual or gramatical differences are not simply brute differ- '
lences between world views, but can be ressonsbly and retionelly discussed.

“In Chapter 'I'hree a teleological account of religious discourse !.s
sketched in outline, and it is claimed that the Chtisthn relig:lon i.s
not in certain sorts of conflict wi.th the clsins of. seience. In genersl
religious claims are acts of lsnguage phtforned in the service of dif-.

ferent objectives ‘than the objectfyer‘# science, end thi.s ie Hh)' there

is no confli.ct. ’rhis is what is neent whee it is clsi.ned thst religion

"hss a different grsmsr" ftom sei.ence. ,
In chspter ‘Four the work of D z. Phin:lps 1- further emined ead
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found wanting in ceruin respects. His cc;ntrast of the "referential" and
N___t:he "expruc:l.ve" causes distortion when it comes to Christ:lan(lty sbeing . |
"about how things are', . it is Ar‘zued and this distortion is a result of
Phillfps' failu.re to underaund the notion of a grammatical claim broad- 8

1y enough. ° ) . .

A In the last chapter some general remarks about the "conception of
the world" which one finds in Christianity, and how such a conception of
rulity_is i.t.ge‘lf a response to less adequate .conc_eptions, precede a '

summary of the major claims argued for in the thesis.
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-PREFACE

The point of this thesis is tq‘shed'llgﬂfﬂbﬁw;hat it is that re-
ligiqusohelievera are doing and talking about in the practice of their.
faiths, In ¥® ghort a work i do not mean to discuss very many examples
in any detail. Rather, I will focus bn the logiéai and epistemological
status of religious uses of language.* The two ﬁaive questions fo which
I mean to give general answers are '"How is religious talk, practice, be- h
lief different from other sorts of talk, practice, and belief?" and
"How is it related to the world?". More time is spent on the first ques-
tion than on the second, and in so far as any light is‘shed at all at
" this level of great generality most of the important insights do not
originate with me. Nevertheless, I hope there is. value in the placing
together and connecting of others' insights, some value in "the assemb-
ling of reminders".

Two key terms are never defined. The first of these is '"language',
which I use pretty much interchangeably with "discourse". While in one
trivial sense there is no such thing as '"religious language', but only
religious uses of Sanskrit, Swah'®li, Ruésian,‘English, etc., the term
has become standard philosophical/fare: I use it as an abbreviation for
"religious uses of language'. I ad¥much as the term “"discourse" has a
tendency to suggest merely talking, and, scholarly talking at that, the
term "language", because of its agsociations with phrases such as "lan-
guage-game'', may be better used to invo e the whole social context of
a given speech-act. It is such cqptext® which I have in mind, and this
is not a thesis "merely about words", but an attempt to describe--in
words!~--how we act and what our actions and beliefs amount to.

The other key term used herein is, of course, "religious". My
religious experience (and here I am not talking about mystical moments)
is almost wholly limited to the Judeo-Christian tradition, and mostly

vi .
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to the Profestsnt side of that. Most often I have this in mind when I
speak of "religion", but I hope my conclusions are applicable more widely.
Etymologically "religion' has to do with the "performance of rites", but
I do not see religious practice and belief as separable since most reli-
tions employ linguistic formulations as an integral part of any rites.
To rightly study the logic of the language is to study the undergtanding
of the rite or practice, ‘Again, my fundamental concern is with the re-

N

lation of human thought and '"the world",

The structure of this work may reflect more of my biography than
it ought, in that it moves through the basic issues it addresses pretty
much in the way in which I came to terms with them. Were I able at this
" time to improve it further I would, but since I cannot I hope the reader
will bear with its organizational inadequecies Perhaps a few remarks
about the general argument will help at this. point. '

The philosophers whose views I discuss were chosen partly due to
the intrinsic merit of their work, partly because they have been contro-
~ versially influential . partly because of where I see them fittdng in-
_toa topology of the field. I hope I have been fair in representing their

views. In Chapter One I discuss the views of three philosophers who,
with respect to their viegs and assumptions about meening, represent two
extremes and something offs compromise attempt (though a less than ex-
plicit one) In Chapters Two and Three I discuss certain questions which N
none of the philosophers discussed in Chapter One answered very satis-
factorily. Central here is a concern-with distinguishing religion and
science and in each chapter I sttempt this from a logically different
standpoint, In Chapter Two I argue thst very fundamental religious

claims about God‘are not, as they have often been taken to be, empiri-

cal claims, but are a quite different sort of claim; a sort which I,

k after Wittgenstein, call “grammntical".” In Chapters Three and Four I'

try to back up the different claim that religious belief has "a'diffec- ,
ent grammar" from scientific belief, What I ;;y is only suggestive, '
. necessarily so in a short work for it is part/of my view that showing

what "a different grammar" is involves the detailed discussion of parti-

vii



cular cases. "Grammatical claims" thep, as I hope will be clear, are a
particular kind of claim whose characteristics are described in Chapter _
Two, while "a difference in grammar" is a difference in the logical struc-
ture of two or more claima'or modes of discourse, a difference, as it
were, in categories. In Chapter Four the focus narrows back to the con-
sideration of a partiéular author, but here too I have more than simply
interest in his work as motivation, for I wa;t to show through-a dis-
cussion of a philosophical account which is overtly similar .to mine both
how it is really quite different and more about "the: differeht grammar" _
also discussed in Chapter Three. - .

- Behind much of what I say lurks the general account of our lan-
guage and knowledge given by Ludwig Wittgenstein., I hOpe my work is -
both in line with his general views and a manifestation of his views on
the nmtg;e of philosophy, butythis is secondary to my hope that what 1
have said about religion may be both instructive and largely true,

There are many people to whom I owe :h&g#s for being able to com-
piete this work, My father, E.M. Checkland, taught me a religion, and
taught me also that it was not ridiculous in the ways many, both oppo-

nents and defenders, would make it. My thesis supervisor, Professor
Richard Bosley, ehowed a rare combination of patience and insight in
shepherding me as far as I have come, It would be hard for me to over-
. estimate the value of his influence my ability to think philosophi-
cally, as well as on particular philosophical views. My fellow student
Sue Campbell provided useful criticism of this thesis as'ﬁell ag moral
support, and many other students and professors have contributed greatly
to the clarification of my thinking. With regard to the writing of this
thesis Professors Allen Carlson and Roger Shiner prbvidedfhuch uéefﬂl
‘criticism, And my wife Beth forever reminds me that éhere is more to
life than is dreamed of in any philosophy, and happily 86,

viii



5\

. . X, ‘io‘f?i: Page
CHAPTER ONE: THREE VIEHS QF RELIGIOUS DISCGQRSE,--}....-.:.-:...-.-.o. 1
(1) A.J. Ayer
(11) p.z. Phillips
(11i) I.T. Ramsey ,

(iv) Further discussion of Ramaey and Phillips )

CHAPTER TWO: GRAMMAR AND GRAMMATICAL CLAIMS .c.oevvuncconearovoensscaas 35

(1) Stuart Brown on‘"gramﬁntical»claims"
. (11) Can grammatical issues be discussed rationally?

CHAPTER THREE: PERSPECTIVES AND LOGICAL RELATIONS covvvescsnsscsccsecs 49

(i1) "Hard", "Soft" and "Non-Perspectiviam" >
(11) The four logically possible relations of
religious discourse to the other discourses -
in terms of a'teleological'analysis .

CH.APTER FOUR Is Gw A IANGUAGE M? .o.....O0.0.00....--.....0...-.. 67

(1) The etherness of God
(11) The "other" D.Z. Phillips

CHAPTER FIVE: TOWARDS A BETTER 'UNDERSTANDING OF RELIGIOUS DISCOURSE .. 83

(1) Religious experience and conceptions of the world
(11) Summary

BIBLImRAPHY L] -'o-ooco.oooaoo-ao-oool.oooqoooonuocoocoo1oo-ooooooo.oo- 92

-



- ‘

,\‘\ -

CHAPTER ONE
. THREE -VIEWS- OF RELIGIOUS DISCOURSE - - — ® - oo loia o
\ .

. when. on a Sunday morning we hear the bells ringing we aak our-.
selves: is it possible! this is going on because of a Jew cru-
cified 2,000 years ago who said he was the son of God. The
proof of such an assertion is lacking., --Friedrich Nietzsche

1 . _ .
In this chapter_I want to discuss three -positions which, with res- '

pect to a philosqphical account of religious ianguage and practices,
could be said to represent two poles and an attempt to stake out middle
gfound. I think that all three are deficient in some respects and I hope
to show how in some detail, both in this chaptér‘and throughout #fe the-

~

sis. .
(1) A.J. Ayer

An extreme position with regard to the status of religious dis-
course is that of the logical positivists, who hold that it is muann:l.ng-b
less. They see it as closely related to metaphysics wbich is their—parl’
digm of.illicit philosOphy.r e e T

Metaphysical utterandes were condemned not for being emotive,
which,could,hardly'bEonnaidered as objectionable in itself,
- but for pretending td be cognitive, for mnsquerading ag some-

thing that. they were not, }

I will take A J. Ayer's statement of the positivist position, as found

\,‘..\

in Langua gelfTruth and ogic, as- representntive of the main tenets of
o PR S

positivism with regard to meaning and truth,

“ﬂgaaumptions which support 1:. It has been stated as a slogan in the —
form "the meaning of a proposition is its method of verfication". This
means that any statement that is not verifiabie is not ﬁeaningful, does
not express a proposition. Ayer formulates the principle as rquifing




directly verifiable.

. between religion and ne:urel ecien;e

"...0f a literally meaningful statement, which is notqnalytic, that it

~should- be either- difictl‘“” indirectly verifiablif;;. " These latter
\, . .

terms are explained as follows:

I propone to say that a statement 1is directly verifiable if it
is either itself an observation-statement, or is such that fn
conjunction with one or more observation-statements it entails

" at least one observation-statement which is not deducible from

these other premises alone: and I propose that a statement is
directly verifiable if it satisfies the following conditionms:
'firat, that in conjunction with certain other premises it en-
tails one or more directly verifiable statements which are not
deducible from these other premises alone: and secondly, that
these other premises do not include any statement that is not
either analytic, or directly verifiable, or cepeble40£ being
independently established as indirectly verifiable,

Ayer thought that’ these criteria were sufficient to debar reli—
glous uses of language from meaningful discourse, and to debar metaphy-
sics, ethiee, and sesthetics, too. (Metaphysics is, of course, the pri-
mary Carget”‘fﬁe other birds falling more or less incidentally to Ayer's

ﬂone stone.) This is shoun by his criticism of the possibility of reli-

gioue knowledge, the only "religioue" claim he examines ¥c the claim
that “God exists", which 1is more characteriaticelly a philosophical or

' metaphysical claim than a religious ‘one. It does not, to my knowledge,

occur in che.Bible, nor can I q&gr recall hearing it 4n church. 5
' "God exists" cannot be’ certainly true, says Ayer, for only tau-
tologies are certainly true and’ they, while meaningful, mation-

ally vacuous". Since the statement "Goe sts" obviously means to give °

infor‘tion it ,
y can it never be certain, it is not even probable beceuse it is not

meaningful. I; is not meaningful because it is neither directly nor in-

yer reasons, &n empirical claim, As such, not

On such an annlysie ".l.there i8 no logical ground for antagonism
n? since religious utterances are d
not propositions and, therefnre, "...cennot stand in: any. logical relation
to the ptgpoai;iona -of science". ("Logical" here must mean something

'like is inplied by", "is contredicted by"; .etc.: as we shall see in the

next aection, there ene ocher uses of " ogic" ) It is clear that a fer-
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a

=~ ¢
‘Pa%nseleSSneas of-metaphysics could be proved....

’ N -
tain acc0unt of science is presupposed by Ayer, namely, that it consists

of literal claims which are verifiable in one of his two senses. But as
G G Hempel has documented, 8 every attempt to draw the meaningful/meaning-
less distinction such that science was the former and metaphysics, ethics,

aeﬁthetics, and religion were the latter has been demolished by counter-

" example. Moreover, it began to become clear that a good many scientific

claims did not satisfy A&er's criteria for meaningfulness, and an account
of language that allowed next to no utterances as meaningful began to

look suspect. It soon became clear of the positivists that "...in actual

" fact they had no machinery such as they thought they had, by which the

n? Attempts to talk of

statements as. capable of being in some degree confirmed or disconfirmed

iﬁ.by obsefvation were both uncharacteristically vague and of little help

in eliminating(the dread metaphysics.

Through the 66?& of Paul Feyerabend, Thomas Kuhn, Norwood Hanson,
and * o;hers a -broader philosOphical view of science has emerged, one that
_can account for the intimate relation between what is discovered by

’scientists and what they are looking for, and one which sees science as

‘.not simply a mattér between ‘observer and nature, but as social and his- -

torical as well 1 cannot of course, discuss these issues here (though

. I wf%l hawﬁ a bit moré" to say in section iv). I only wish to point out

that positivism, as a philosophical movement, was not refuted by knock-
down argument “but died a rathey more Kuhnian death, This is partly
because it got at, howe/;L simplistically, something important:

It must in‘fai:ness be gaid that the positivist critique
of philosophical language has the merit of making perspi-
" cuous the unigue position occupied by the sentences of
R metaphy84CS

ten
while this is perhaps a bit overstated-—things are not all that clear--

it is true that positivism.drew attention to metaphysics d&nd stimulated

valuable work on the'nature of factual or empiricgl claims, and by its
failures dreW’attention to the nature of scientific explanation and diss
course., For those who thought Ayer s analysis inadeguate an jmplicit

sguestion ‘was raiged: what is it for .a claim to be “about how things atre',




" of meaning?". About the same time he made. the oft-quoted recommendation,

nnd are religious claims this?

Positivism is an extreme development out of the tradition of em-
piricism which comes from Locke and Hume, and it shares the basic assump-
tion that all human knowledge is "built up'" by inference from sensory
experience.11 But other approaches besides positivism have been tried ,
in the empiricist tradition, and I will discuss one of these in section
ii1. In the next section I will discuss the views ef a philosopher who,.,~
while he agrees with Ayer that metaphysics is based on confusion and er- h
ror, thinks that this is so for different reasons, and that these'reasons
entail the rejection of empiricism, L% '

(11) D.Z. Phillips ) \

The account of language in general, and,religious language in
parficular, put forward by D.Z. Phillips is, with respect to the question
of meaning, so different from that of Ayer that it could be said to re-

present the opposite extreme. ‘Whereas for Ayer there is one general cri- A 3
terion of meaningfulness t6 which all uses of language must submit, Phillips
holds that each mode of discourse contains its own criteria of meaning

-and meaningfulness. He sees it &s: -

. .08 Necessary prolegomenon to the philosophy of religion

...to show the diversity of the criteria of rationality; to

show that the distinction between the real and the unreal .
,does not come to the same thing in every context. .

On this point and many.others Phillips claims to be. following Wittgen-
stein,13 so perhaps a brief overview of Wittgenstein' s views on language
would be eppropriate, especially since Phillips often just assumes such
familiarity. - ’ .

" In his early works Wittgenstein presented views which were, in
some respects, like those of the positivists., In the Tractatus, for in-
stance, we find great emphas;is on fact-stating, or picturing, as the
function of languaée.l4 Words are séen as names on this view., But by

the early '30's, in the Blue Book,VOne finds Wittgenstein recommending

that we replace the question "What is the meaning of a word?", which pro-
“Juces in us a "mental cramp", with the question "What is the explanation

&
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"Don't ask for the meaning, ask for the use'". The notion of "use" here
has the initial advantage of not suggesting a corresponding substantive--
the meaning~-which has to be found. Besides this, it forces one to look
at broader linguistic and social contexts than simply the sentence, some-
thing positivism rarely did; Once this step 1s'taken it becomes clear
that "Language 18 not defined for us an an arrangement fulfilling one
definite purpose. Rather 'language' is for us a name for a collection".15
Thus, the assumption that the meaning of a word is the object for which
it stands--still alive in phenomenalist form in Ayerian positivism--gives
way to an "instrumental" or pragmatic conception of language. But the
notion that meaning is use can also mislead; for language 1s not like
other tools or instruments. One can easily make it look as if language
were simply a means of attaining ends which could be understood and de-~
sired without language. While this is certainly true of some uses of
language, it is not, in general, an accurate picture of how language is
for us, Our language is intimately related td our understanding: many

of the "ends" of language are not intelligible, and certainly not speci-
fiable, prior to the use of language. This includes such important ends
as '"'giving a name" or 'picking out a colour".16 .

If read too narrowly, then, the notion of meaning as use can be
seriously misleading. Functioning as something of a counter-balance to
this tendency is Wittgenstein's account of rules and rule-governed acti-
vities, Our talk is a species of rule-governed behaviour because it makes
a difference which words we use at which times:

Can I say 'bububu' and mean 'If it doesn't rain I shall go
for a walk'?--It is only in a language that I can mean some-
thing by something. This shews clearly that the grammar of
'to mean' 1is not like that of the expression 'to imagine'
and the like,17

But this raises the question of what is involvéd in following a rule. It
is not possible that following a rule be the sort of thing which one per-
son did once in human history, says Wittgenstein: "To oBey a rule, to
‘make a report, to give an order, to play a game of chess are customs
(uses, institut;l.ons)".18 That is, all such activities presuppose and

are part of a social form ofblife, and that implies a certain regularity




in responses to situations from those who live such a life. This agree-
ment in responses among human beings is what Withenstéin calls "agree-
ment in form of life".lgi fhis is not unanimity of opinion, but rather
the basic degree of similarity in our responses and reactions which makes
us normal human beings, and it is the substratum on which our social
practices, including language, rest.zo Ultimately our practices cannot
be supported by reasons, and of course the giéing of reasons itself de-

pends upon the acquisition of linguistic skills which presuppose "...

that one has already mastered a techqique".21 At a certain level the

ultimate response is just "That's what we do".

I realize that this is very summary, but I hope it will suffice
by way of background. What follows from Wittgenstein's general account ;
of human language is not, as regards religious language and practice, é
immediately clear, and I shall spend a good deal of time considering the | ‘g
work of D.Z. Phillips, who claims to be applying Wittgenstein to reli- ,ﬁ
gion, But before I turn to Phillips' work I would like, by way of further ‘

background, to discuss very briefly Peter Winch's attempt to answer '"the
important question of the relation between practice and belief in reli- i
gious contexts".22 Winch means to be following Wittgenstein when he ;
answers this question, ' : é
The fact that one, although ignorant of Buddhist doctrine, can E
make some use of the distinction between a devout and non-devout Budd- {'g
4

hist in practice is, Winch thinks, very 1mportant'in recognizing Budd-
hism as a religion. "I want to suggest that what makes a belief a 're-

ligious' belief can be best understood by investigating the roots in i
23 - :
Winch ‘

EETTSIPN

- religious practice of the concepts at work in religious belief."
believes that "...religious practices are not, at bottom, informed by
beliefs".ZA RaCher, there is a two-way influence between practice and
belief and it makes sense to say, in some cases at least, that praéticé

is as fundamental as belief and perhaps even prior. To say,‘for instance,

of certain tribesmen that:

'They look to the mountains in order to show reverence to their
gods' is not to explain why they look to the mountains, but to
point to a conceptual connection between what they understand
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by their gods and their ritualistic practice. (Of ‘course,
this does not mean that what they understand by their gods; -
will have no other conceptual connections.) 5

According to Winch, then, the term '"gods' here canmnot be given sense,
cannot be really understood independently of the tribesmen's practice of
looking towards the mountains. Such behaviour is, Winch claims "...a
primitive human response to certain characteristic human situations and
predicaments".26 It can take a wide variety of forms, but philosophers
need to be wary of assuming, as Ayer does, that what is said in reli-
gious contexts is logicnlly akin to theories about the nature of things
such as those we find in science. In the case of prayer, for instance,
"'"Making requests of x'...is not a function which retains the same sense
whether .'God' or some name or description of a human being is substitu-

ted for 'x'".27

I will have occasion later on28 to discuss this idea in
some detail, but here I would like to underscore my agreement with the
insight which lies behind Winch's point, It comes from Wittgenstein:

In the use of words one might distinguish 'surface grammar'

from 'depth grammar' What immedﬂhfeiy -{mpresses itself upon

us about the use of a word is the way it is used in the construc-,
tion of the sentence, the part of its use--one might say--
that can be-taken in by the ear.--And now compare the depth
grammar, say of the word 'to mean', with what its surface

grammar would lead us to suggect. No wonder we find it diffi-
cult to know our way about. : L :

One:getb at the depth grammar, whether of '"prayer" 6r any other expres-
'sion, by studying the criteria of what it is to use the word correctly,
and why it is used rather than some “other word. This should always in-
volve looking to see what people actually do and say rather than assum-
ing that one already knows, for the latter leads to oversimplification

and category mistakes, ‘

‘ The point of this rather long preamble is to set a philosophical
context for the work of D.Z. Phillige. His work cannot be fully under-
stood without sgme reference to Wittgenstein, not simply because he fol-
lows Wittgenstein, but because very often he takes Wittgenstein to stand

" in no need of explication and merely refers one to various passages.
Sometimes Phillips does ndt even do this, but merely assumes some view‘-

on a given matter, taking it to be Wittgenstein's. But'ny concern is

o
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not really with the relationship between Phillips' account of religious !
discourse, Hence; will éai oniy as muchras seemé hinimaliy néééébar& | I
about how accurately Phillips represents and/or expands on his avowed
.qg%ding light, A good deal can be said about Phillips' own views with- ;
out extensive discussion of wWittgenstein,

Phillips has raised a pgint very similar to that of Winch with
regard to grammar. In discusszhg the reality of God he has said‘chat the
assumption that this is an empirical issue rests on a ﬁisunderstanding

of the logic of the word "God". It makes no sense, he says, to say - | o %

30
that God might not exist. . ;
When the positivist claims that there is no God becauae God . é

cannot be located, the believer does not object on the grounds
that the investigation has not been thorough enough, but on
the grounds that the investigation fails to understand the

grammar ff what is being investigated—-namely, the reality
of God,

The grammar of Rhe word "God" is not like that of physical object state-
ments, Rather, :

...to ask a question about the reality of God is to ask a
question about a kind of realitysy . not about the reality of
this or that, much if the same way’as asking a question about
the reality of physical objects is not tgzask about the .
reality of this or that physical object. '

Rather than there being one general criterion for what 1is meaningful,

(t)he criteria of what can be sensibly said of God are to be S 5
found within the religious tradition....It follows ...that ;
the criteria of meaningfulness cannot be found outside reli- i
gion, since they are ggyen by religious discourse itself,33 ;

And ﬁ§6m this it follows, says\Phillips, that ",..God's divinity cannot ' i
be justified by external considerations, If we can see nothing in it,
there is nothing apart from it which will somehow establish its point".34
To say this implies that all natural theology is a mistake, and that a
good deal of philosophical discussion of religious issues is based on
an ill-conceived view of what is involved. Phillips thinks this is
traceable té'a tehdency to see all discourse as factual;:bdt“in what I
have quoted so far we have largely a series of suggestive spatial meta-

phors ("inside"/"outside", "external", etc.), and much more needs to be




. eaid In Chapter Three I will offer a teleologica account of the vari-
ous modes of discourse, an account which 1 hope, fﬁrther amplifies the
“insight behind these spatial metaphors. \

If an account such as Phillips' i{s to hold up, a dietincciEn be~-
tween religion and superstition must be introduced and maintained. If
it is not, religion is either in danger of éonflictiné with science or
it must be maintained that even superstitions have their own criteria of
méaning,‘something Phillips does hot want, Superstition is for him bad
scierice and logic; it has two characteristics which religion lacks. The
first of these is "truet in non-existent, quasi-causal connections", and
the second, when’ superstition occurs in an ostensibly religious context,
is the using of religion "as a&ans'.t:o ends which are intelligible with-
out reference to" religion.35 The first condition is pretty much, I take
it, what the ordinary man would say about superstitions, and the phrase
"non-existent, quasi-causal connections" raises no issues which scienti-
fic methodologies cannot handle for now., The second condition is'meant
to bring out the difference between the following two eases: (1) a young
mother brings her new child before the statue of the Virgin asking for
the Holy Mother's blessing "as one way among others of securing certain
ends",rnamely her child's well-being; and (2) a young mether's act is one
of veneration and thanksgi#ing, of wonder and gratitude. In the super-
stitious case the ﬁrotection gained determines whether the holiness has

been efficacious, in the religious case the "holiness determines the
nature of the protect:ion",36 i.e. the mother takes the Virgin to be the
paradigm of the virtues she wants,her child to embpdy, which virtues

she requires herself to properly raise her child. Indeed, talk of "pro-
tection" seems misplaced in such a case, or else the word is'used in a
quite different sense from that of the former case. - ‘

. Phillips does not deny that some ostensibly "religious" practices
turn out to be superstitious when analysed. What he denies is that all
religious beliefs can be accounted for in this way. He has-criticized
-John Hick for‘believidg that '"the kind'of difference religion makes to
life is the difference between a set of empirical facts being or not

being the case".37 That is, he thinks that Hick is wrong in holding
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that the believer 8 hope lies in certain facts being realized _Rather,
it is a matter of being able to continue, no matter what. Hick's view
utterly fails to account for the difference between worshipping an eter-
nal God and believing in one which may or may not exist, and this, aays'
Phillips, is crucial. "It seems to me clear that there 1s no question
of finding out, where the reality of God is concerned. n38 This is, of
course, what Ayer thought, and he went on to conclude that, since there
is no finding out, "God"-talk is meaningleae.39 It does seem right that
no occurrence--including the literal"happening of everything in the book
of Revelation--could confirm (or disconfirm) the reality of the Chris-
tian concept of God, This is a powerful reason for seeing the question
of God's existence'(reality) as other than an.empirical claim, Bht if
it is not empirical what sort of claim is it? Or is Ayer right that it
isn't a claim at all?

Phillips tries to sketch an answer to these questions.by drawing
40 He follows what
'Withenstein says there in holding that a‘believer and non-believer do
not contradict each other. As Winch implied, "belfef" amounts to some-
thing different in religious conteits than merely "assent to propositions':

on w1ttgenstein's "Lectures on Religious Belief".

"...the difference between a man who does and a man who doesn't believe
in God is likeLthe difference between a maniwho does and a man who does
not believe in a picture". 41 But what is it to "bgkieve in a picture",
since we do not usually speti this way? ‘

“‘Believing in the pictur~ means, for example putting one' s
trust in it, sacrificing for it, letting it regulate one's

- life, and so on. Not believing 1n the picture means that
the picture plays no part in one's thinking.

So the believer and non-believer - not contradict each other because
the non-believer simply has no use for that which regulates the believer's
life, \ . '

A further difference between religious belief's and hypotheses is
that;‘to quote Wittgenstein, "the whole weight may be in the picture".43
Phillips expands this as follows:

The picture is not a pictufesque way of saying something _
else, It says what it says, and when the picture dies) some-

B

[

s IR O



11

\\ ’ v N

thing dies with it and there can be no substitute for that
which dies with the picture.44

It is not, says Phillips, as 1if we could complain that one pic-
ture is not doing the job and get another, new one, There is no notion
of divinity independent of the picture. One gets it wrong if one speaks
of a "use'" of the picture to communicate the divine, 1 "use" implies a
means to an otherwise specifiable.gnd. But there are a gobd many meta-
phorical descriptioné of God found.in the Bible and our concept of God.
is, in some.sensé, made up of these., So Phillips cannot mean this sort
of thing by "picture". But what does he mean, and does Wittgenstein
mean the same thing? Unfo;tunately, Philiips offers little By way of
clarification and this leaves one guessing., Alan Keightley thinks that
Phillips' use of "picture" cashes out as '"the logical space of beliefs'.
If so, this usage is somewhat similar to Wittggnstein's; but one cannot
do too much with it since this still leaves things radically ﬁnderspeci-
fied. A 1pt more needs to be said about.the notion of '"logical space"
be%ore it is clear. In the next section 1 wili discuss Ian Ramsey's
‘notion of "models" which seems to me to get us farther than Phillips'
use of the term "picture",. I prefer to speak directly of the grammar or
logic of_a certain claim, and I will try to clarify what I mean by this .
as we proceed. S

Phillips has been criticized for overdrawing the difference be-
tween various kinds of sﬁeech and for sacrificing what religion has to

46 He has tried to answer these criticisms,

- “say a@bout—the whole of life.
allowing that "to call religious belief a language-game can be mislead- -
ing if it does suggest an isolated activity".47 But he thinks that'it
need not do-this; neither does he think that it follows from an admis-
sion that the meaning of religious beliefs depends upon certain facts
that'those beliefs are inferred from those facts. (Think here of what
Winch says about his tribe looking toward the mountains.) Rather, there
is a non-contingent, but also non-neceséary, connection between ﬁafious
religious beliefs and certain facts of human life which are intelligible
in non-religious terms--facts such as‘birfh, death, copulation, concep-

tion, joy, misery, hope and despair. The relation is non-cdntingent in

°
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that if these general facts of human life were different the beliefs

" would also be different: it is non-necessary in that these facts do not

entail the beliefs.

So far from it being true that religious beliefs can be
thought of as isolated language-games, cut. off from all
other forms of life, the fact is that religious beliefs
cannot be understood at all unless their relation to other

Jforms of life is taken into account,

In fact, the philosoPhical goal is "...that of trying to reveal the

which they grow". 49 Exactly what this means needs to be clarified. Be-"
fore attempting that,lhowever, I would like to turn to the views of Ian

Ramsgey. °Ramsey sees a connection between such pheno¢ena ang
belief quite different .from that which Phillips sees. The

. tween Ramsey's neo-empiricism and what has been said so far-
Phillips will, I hope, prove instructive.

(iii) I.T. Ramsey
The questions which the late Ian Ramsey saw asvcentfal to any
philosophical account of religious language are the follo&iﬂg: "To what
kipd of situation does reiigion appeal?" and "Wwhat kind of empirical an-
cworage have theological words?" The phrase "empirical- anchorage'
would lead us to suspect that Ramsey 1is after what Phillips denies can,
6§*ought to, be had: an external justification for religion. As we shall
séé, hovever, Ramsey's greatest weakness 1s precisely that he fails to
make ¢lear what an "empirical anchorage' amounts to. ’
'“Tgﬁamsey's quite general-charactetiz&tiop of religion (and he too ‘
has Christianity foremost in mind) is as follows. It is founded on a
distinctive kind of‘awarenesé wvhich gives rise to a commitmént that goes
beyond rational considerations. Ramsey was much impressed by what he
called "characteristically personai situations" which cannot be "con-
tained in an '{mpersonal' object language', and by how such situations .
' differ from ones which can be 8o "contained,vég« Such situations, he
thought "have to do with what<£he existentialists call "authenticity".
‘For Ramsey religious commitment is very like a personal commitment or
awumtoamwmmwﬁmlwu,wﬂmorﬁmm.wan,%ﬂe
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it retaéns all the depth such personal loyalties have, it has a much
greater breadth: "it is a commitment suited to the whole job of 1iving".51
Such & commitment arises out of a particular kind of discernment, a dis-
cernment ".,.in relation to which argument has only a very odd function;
its purpose being to tell such a tale as evokes the 'ingight' the 'dis-

cernment' from which the commitment follows as a responseﬂﬂiiﬁ ——

Ramsey coined,a_speeia%~phrase‘?ffﬁ§ﬁe_tﬁese "discernment" situa-

tions, namely\"disclosure" Disclosures are "perceptual with a differ-
-ence, perceptual and more"53 and hence the language which is used to
speak of and evoke them will be logically odd, "...i.e. object language
which has been given' very special qualifications, object language which'ﬁsb
exhibits logical peculiarities, logical impropriety". >4 ‘Ramsey employs
two main explicative notions to get at this oddness, those being "model"
and '""qualifier",

One of Ramsey's greatest strengths is that he emphasizes t;e great
range and diversity of Biblical utterances about God, and this is a wel-
come change from most philosophers who focus narrowly on one or two claims,
"The Lord" is. spoken of in terms of family relations, work situations
‘and trades, and in national and international political contexts. All
of these provide what Ramsey calls "models" for teiigious_discourse:

. hence, God is sooken of as father, mother,-wife; friend, shepherd, build-.
- er, potter, dairymaid, judge, Lord, etc. Several questions arise immedi-
ately in the face of such diversity: How do such models come to be used?
How do we choose among them? what grounds can: one have for preferring
one to another? Or can anything at all be said of God? Ramsey's gener-
al answer is that these models arige from the Ydiscernment situations"

or "disclosures" mentioned earlier. Such situations are not exhausted

by the observables around whicb they arise. ‘

'Husband' 'mother', 'father’ , 'friend',--these are words
which while they are undoubtedly associated with certain
characteristic behaviour patterns have a transcendent refer-
ence as well--and are grounded in disclosures.

Such human cases may be, says Ramsey, a. catalyst for the cosmic case, as
when, for instance, the pattern of the seasons, of seed-time and harvest,.



' adequate“, as less than complete.- What these words do in such contexts

resembles the reliability of a friend. This "matching" of friend and =

nature may lead to a "cosmic disclosure".56

It is as and when a cosmic disclosure is thereby evoked that
we are able to speak of God--what the cosmic disclosure dis-
clogses-~in terms of the models- wtth which the finite- situa-
©  tions haveesupplieﬂ “us.o/
i
apart from certain "pictures', whereas Ramsey sees such "models" as
amplifying, or perhaps making up, our concept of God. Here Ramsey, . des-
pite some unanswered questions, is clearer than Phillips, for we have
a good idea vhat a “model" is, but not a "picture" as Phillips uses the
term, We still need to explore what Ramsey calls the "problem of pxe-

ferences", the question of how one model is chosen over another, but

before an answer can be given to that question we must examine Ramsey's -

notion of "qualifiers".

"Qualifiers" are words which work with models to evoke disclosures.

The attributes of negative theology are qualifiers.  Take "immutability"':

it leads us, says Ramsey, to. focus on change and interaction and then,

"as it were, "...whispers in our ears a contrasting denial: Change? Yes,

‘but there's something which does not change, ‘which is 'immutable’ ...."58

Likewise, "impassible" invites ub to "treat all passible stories as in-

is get us to

...fix on mutable and passible features of perceptual situa-
tions and to develop these features in such a way that there
is evoked a characteristically different situation which is
the foundation in fact for assertions about God's immutability
or impassibility.59

As such, they are "a kind of techniQue for meditation", though'some dis-
closures seem to "just happen" ‘wi thout any developing of a model., That
the believer does not control this process is recognized, says Ramsey,

in the notion of revelstion coming from God. o

Spatial terms ‘such as "beyond“ "behind", and "yithin" are also '

frequently’used as qualifiers when speaking of God's relation to the — -

world, to events, and to people. They are not primnrily descriptive,

" but function something like imperatives, leading/us to see the flux of

I
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life in a certain wny. - Ce

There need be nothing antecedently strange in the fact that
a word which has some descriptive force should nevertheless
do its most important work as an imperative, 'Exit' is such
a word: and itg logic may help to make that of qualifiers
more credible.

Qualifiers, then, say 1little: they "...are.the words which save not the

appearences but the trenscendence".§1 They are whe% Ramsey calls 'vir-
tually uninformative', what Ayer called "informhti 11y vacuouq"
‘"When it is a matter of saying a great deal...of being relevant, theol-
ogy turns to its models. w62 X : ;\\

Our second major question, deferred a moment ago, was ''Why some
‘modele ‘rather than others?" A fully articulated answer to this ques-
tion 4s difficult to find in Ramsey s work, but. he does supply two gener-
al" crgteria by which a model may justify itself. The first has to do
_with its compatibility with ‘other models, -its breadth of application.'

A model like person 1s betteér, than, say shepherd or potter
because it can say all that these other models can say and
more besides; 1 ég way it can- absorb the discourse from .

two or more models. 5

YAbsorb", not "replace for part’ of_the fo;;e ‘of "shepherd" as a model
is specific to it, such as , talk of "lambs straying”, or even of “being
fleeced". Since’ shephetde are also‘pérsons, and persons are always
«logically more than their Ebnction as shepherds, the latter term is more
vinclusive logically, and can.integrate a wide variety of models and dis-
course about many situations. In this way 1t "absorbs" other models,

The second criterion for the relative adequacy of models is the.
degree to which they "fit" what else we know, the accuracy of the ana-
_logy, if you will, Thus for "love' to be a useful model:

there must be a pattern of empirical circumstances vhich . .fit
'loving' discourse when used of God. Such a fit is pragmatic
- in ‘the largest sense; but it is not given bZ experimental
verification in a atrict sciéatific sense.

e

Ramsey gives no real answer as to why-counter-examples tq,vfoving" eitua- )

tions such as a child's dying of cancer do not make the model useless.
It seems to me that his only available reply would/be that they limit,
" rather than refute such a model, ‘This would mean that qualifiers do

.
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more than evoke disclosures, t:hey also tsll us, as it were, when to

Achsnge channels, they show us thst all models are lim:lted and that they
- are not literal factual claims, '

Such a view would seem to be consistent with what else Ramsey
says, for he does believe thst’a@ooner or later all models will be in-
adequate, no matter what range of experience they encompass. This 1s
because ultimately what doctrinal assertions do is, in Augustine's phrase,
"fence a mystery". And the mystery is eslential to Christianu;y it 1is

.glven, apparently,, along with the "bbjective refetence"--the "’something

gich fs other than ourselves"--in a cosmic disclosure. Ramsey reads

‘theshistory of Christianity as the sponsorship of a wide variety of

models, always relying on the ultimate mystery signalled by quslifiei's

to limit the dominsnce of any one model Heretics, in fact, are often

dominated by one model to the exclusion of others seen as central to
/o .

the faith,

The struggle to understand God can never come to a sstis- -
factory end: the language-game can never be completed.
Broadly speaking, whag orthodo::y did was to support the.’

winner of every heat. - P

In the next section, when I compare in more def.sil certa:l.n aspects of

_Ramsey's and Phi.llfps accounts, there will -be occasion to ask why it :I.s

that the language-geme cannot be completed, and what the ramifmtions

a‘re of this. 'f\
So far Rsmsey,.hss not . told us what 1t is that makes certa:l.n models
inappropr:lst:e. Why don t chr:lst::l.ans spesk of God first dr:l.ving mad those

_'He would destroy, for instance? Saying that this doesn't square with
discourse. about love is not enough, but nothing more 1is forthcoming. Why

has "Love" come to be such'privﬂeged‘model? There is extensive. menéion
of the wrsth of God in °the Bible as well, so ‘perhaps I should make the
initfal questiom more open: csn Christisns, while temining orthodox,

- speak of God' driv:l.ng mad those He. would destroy, and 1£ not, why not?
18 it becsuse such’ disconrse does not, in-the broad sense, UESE" the

facts of the wid or because 1t does not "£1t" with other Chriatun
d:lscocrse, or \dut? 'Ramsey seems to have no- spsver to th;[s.:lmportant ’

quest:l.on. N
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Earlier I quoted Ramsey's phrase that an "objective reference"

1s  given«in cosmic disclosures, and we need to inquire into this, too,

» ) . . i
for the word "objective" is used in many different ways by different
people. While Ramsey allows that we cannot speak literally about God,
he holds that in a disclosure one is confronted by that which is rela-

. tively active while one is passive: there is an experiencelof otherness

akin to the experience of confronting another person.

It is the objectivity of what declares itself to us--challenges
us in a way that persons may do. It is in this sense that God
declares his objectivity, and some would say that in a similar
sense Duty also declares its objectivity.66

. But this analogy -is of no help. Duties are certainly objective in the

sense that they are not a matter of individual whim or caprice, but talk

- of Duty does not imply -something external to us (all humans) in the way

in which the God of the Bible is external Duty is not external in, the
sense that anything would be left of it were we humans to cease to exist,
Phillips has warned, and rightly, against likening God to physical ob-
jects, and.it does seem to be part of the logic of the Biblical view of
God that He is not an object among others, But the believer holds that

‘ though Heaven and earth pass away the Lord will not, and this sort of

objectivity is not possessed by Duty. Moreover, it is an avowedly poetic »
(though not thereby unwarranted) way of speaking to speak of '"Duty". |
The individuation or personification of "duties" into "Duty" is relative-
ly inessential, and nothing much of importance would be lost if we said

"duties" only and ceased to speak of "Duty calling" But not so with

“Y"God", for believers do not speak of "God" and "gods" interchangeably,

and the individuation is very important. ' o
How is this individuation justified on Ramsey's schema? Phillips,

of course, would reject the question, holding that justification, which
consists in the supporting of a propositien ‘of one kind by one of another
hind, is out of place. This is what he means to deny when he denies

that external justification of religion is to be sought, As we saw,

Ayer held that external justification in the form of sensory experience

was, necessary to guarantee the meaningfulness of any utterance not analy-

-
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Is the oneness of God a thing which stands in need of Justifica-

ion according to Ramsey? Or when Ramsey uses the term "justification"

is he using it in a weaker sense, one compatible with these remarks of
Wittgenstein

~

To be sure there 1s justification, but justification comes to
an end,

To use a word without justification does not mean to use it
without a right.67

It is not clear what Ramsey would have said to this. He clearly thought

that some sort of reasons could be given as to why Christians speak of
one God, and he thought these were related to why we speak of one world.

Without some contextual setting, the word "God" plainly means

. nothing; on the other hand, if the word "God" had a completely
adequate contextual setting it would be the name whose refer-
ence was the whole universe, and it is this, I believe, which
justifies us meanwhile in claiming that the reference of any
and every cosmic disclosure, ie. a disclosure which is restrict-

ed to no finite pattern of spatio-temporal events as its center, ’
is the same, viz. God,

In as much as Ramsey fancied himself an empiricist he may really be
seeking external justification for talk of one God--and his remarks
about "finite patterns" of 'spatio-temporal events' seem to presuppose
a view of meaning not too different from Ayer's. But if so, this argu-
ment clearly fails to justify the use of "God" in addition to "universe".
It also makes it look as if "God" were a proper name, something Ramsey
el sewhere denies, he says the choice of proper name or definite descrip-
- tion need not be made at all. And this, he claims, is only to say "...

that the 'logical status of 'God' is unique".69 How far tﬁis_gets us

is not clear, and I want to discuss this issue and others in the next

section, . ’ )

(iv) Further discussion of Ramsey and Phillips

In this section I want to explore the positiohs of both Phillips
and Ramsey a little deeper with an eye out to fundamental differences in
how they conceive epistemology and philosophy in general. “

" In the paper>"Religion and'Epistemology: Some Contemporary Con-
fusions", " Phillips has criticized Ramsey's account for needlessly in-

troducing sceptical considerations into an account of religious discourse.

v
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"(Ramsey) equates the concept of reality found in religion with the
general question about the nature of reality in which metaphysicians and

epistemologists are 1nterested."71 What philosophy is after at Ehig
level, says Phillips, is an account of what makes any discourse or know-
ledge possible at alf. Ramsey says that there is 'a mystery which‘con-
fronts...all (disciplines)",72 but Phillips finds this abgurﬁ. There

is, he says, a specifically religious concept of mystery; this has noth-
ing to do with '"mysterious epistemplogiés" 3a la Ramsey, but can be eluci-
dated "...by clarifying the grammar of the discourse in question'.

Ignorance ig of the essence in detective mysteries. But reli-
gious mysteries have no relation to ignorance. They do not
refer to that which may be, but as a matter of fact is not,
known, but to that which is logically unknowable. To under-
stand what is meant by religious mystery is to understand how
to use the concept of mystery--for example, in worship and medi-
tation. Religious mystery is connected with what the saints
have called 'the way of unknowing', with the folly of thinking
that there are reasons for why things are as they are....

So the criteria for religious mystery are not themselves mysterious, and
they are >nlv applicable to religious contexts, not more widely.

A good deal more negds'to be said about this argument. Ramsey,
of course, means "mystery' to apply to more than religious contexts. In
one sense, on his view, God is "logically unknowable" in that no human
being could ever achieve anything like exhaustive knowledge of God.
Phillips would hold tﬁat'this is because it makes no sense to speak of
exhaustive knowledge of God, and that seeing this is to understand some-
thing of the grammar of religious discourse. -Ramsey did not work in a
philosophical tradition which spoke of "grammar", so it is not clear what
he would say to this. (We must say a good deal more_about this notion,
and T devote most of Chapter Two to a discussion Qf it.) One thing I
think he would say is that even if’oné‘s ignorance of God is necessary
in some sense, and hence different from some sorts of scientific ignor-
ance, for instance, it does not _followlfrom this, as Phillips’claims,
that religious mysteries have no relation to ignorance. When St, Paul
speaks of "seeing face to face"75 he has'éomething in mind which is re-

lated to coming to know more, to changing states of affairs. Even here
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it is not simply a matter of more information, however.

Phillips' reasoﬁs for holding that there is a special religious
concept of mystery are important, though not obviously consistent. He
believes that "...any distinction between sameness and difference will
be a distinction found in a particular mode of discourse".76 This, of
course, calls into question Ramsey's talk of the ''same mystery"'confront-
ing all disciplines, Phillips' saying that "any distinction between
sameness and difference will be a distinction found in a particular mode
of discourse" seems to imply that there are different modes of discourse
wherein there are criteria for difference and sameness. But to say this
seems to employ the very general notions of sameness and difference which
he is denying are available. The contradiction seems to arise because
Phillips is somewhat careless when it comes to the philosophy of language.
It is certainly true that sameness and difference are context-dependent
in some sense, that the ériteria for somethings being 'the same x" Qill
vary with "x". But it does not follow from this that these notions are
simply relative to the given discourses. One can just as well see them
as the common property of all discourses to be puﬁ to use in a wariety
of ways, in the service of different objectives.77

This account of sameness and difference reflects certain differ-
énces between Phillips and Ramsey regarding metaphysics as well. Ramsey
'speaks of metaphysics providing "...a context which in its totality is
offeréd as the simplest, most conélgtent, most comprehénsive, and most
coherent map of the universe".78 .Exgctly how such a map works, and why
there is a need for a map of the universe is never spélled out, But
whatever else it does, such a map is a way of integrating all our various
modes of speech, of providing .a sort of unity. Phillips, of course, dis-
approves of the notion that there is any one "best map of the universe"
‘on the grounds that such a "map" requires soﬁe account of phenomena which
is neutrai'to any particular realm of discourse or language-game.

But what are these phenomena? Religious language is not an
interpretation of how things are, but determines how things
are for the believer. The saint and the atheist do not in-.
terpret_the same world in different ways. They see différent
worlds,’? :
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This is because, as Winch puts it, "our idea of what belongs to the
realm of reality is given'for us in the langhage that we.ese".so While
Phillips' use of this idea seems uncomfortQSIy idealistic, I want to
draw attention to the implications for metaphysics. Phillips 15 no less
persuaded than Ayer that metaphysics of Ramsey's sort is illicit, though
he is persuaded on somewhat different grounds. He thinks that metaphy-
sics is an attempt to say what cannot properly be said Jn attempt to
put into propositional form the structure or "grammar" of the discourd%.
This leads to-absurdity_as arbitrary rules for ‘the use of language be/ ;e
come debated as 1f they were substantive claims. 'Phillips thinks that \\
}religious utterahces, unlike metaphysics, are simply expressions of the
force of language.81’ Rather than transgfessing limits religious talk

is an expression of limits, as when talk of God's goverpance places

limits on what can be said about sorrow and loss--and on talk of God';
"psychology". ' In the case of metaphysics one exposes the cdnfﬁsions
which. led to it; in the religious case '"what we need to do in order to
bring out their force is simply to bring to bear on them other features
of the lives of people who hold these...beliefs" 82

Phillips nonetheless wants to hold that religious beliefs are
properly so-called, that theyvare not simply, as Ayer‘woﬁld sometimes
have it, expressions of feeling or intent. It is just that’"Lelief"
amounts to something quite different in religious contexts from what'it
does in others. "Ig\the religious case the beliefs in question are im-
plicit in the practices rather than opinions or theories on which the
practices are founded."83 "Belief in God" is different from other_sorts.
of "belief in" Because it involves "...some affective etate or attitude
having God as its object, and those attitudes could vary from reveren-
tial love to rebellious rejection" 84 Phillips even says that the truth
of religious beliefs consists in the degree to which people are able to
live by them, This claim, however, stands in need of more spelling oﬁt'
than Phillips has given it to date: it seems right that religious beliefs
are often given a "pragmatic" justification by believets ("taste and

see"), but how does truth “consist in" the ability to live by certain

.\\‘.
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lights, and how does one assess such ability, by what other criteria of
. ’

success, failure, or reasonability?

Phillips 18 confident that he 1s following Wittgenstein in reject-
ing metaphysics,85 but one of the lessons which I draw from the later
work of Wittgenstein is that such generality is dangerous. For both
Phillips and Ayer "metaphysics" is not spelled out; it seems they both
have in mind a certain way of understanding philosophical claims which
1s factual and literal-minded, but the suggestion that most philosophers
of the past engaged in solely--or mainly--this seems insupportsble.
Whatever else he was doing Wittgenstein was, in comparing the treatment
of'a'phiIOQOphical‘problem to the treatment of an illness, pointing to
the need for detailed and particular attention to given cases. I will
not enter any general debate about '"metaphysics" but, rather, will con-
fine myself to discussing certain orher issues. We need to ask whether
Ramsey 8 quest for a "best map" of the universe is misguided as Phillips
claims, and, if it is, “to see if Phillips' solution of the saint and
atheist seeing "different worlds" is the right ome. (In Chapter Three
1 will argue for a view which sees a need for many "maps" of the world
and which sees "language' as the "atlas" which holds all these many dif-
ferent sorts of maps. But this is to jump ahead.) v '

Ramsey has called metaphysics ".;.pre-eminently a venture after
unity an endeavour to provide a scheme of maximum interpretive power",
Such a scheme or map is, 1ike all special disciplines, ancillary to or-
Its main distinctive function 1s that of integrating

86

‘dinary langdage,
other schemes‘(here ugsed ‘as meaning muchﬂthe same thing as "language- .

game").  To do this it must use "...integrator words not native to any

of the diverse observational languages of the sciences, yet able to com
87 To simply use scientific/observa-

bine with and supplement them,..."
tional terms would be to replace rather than integrate diversity, and
.this is something-science tends toﬁard, the simplification and ordering
of our speech into only scientific terms. Métephysicalsintegratgrs ‘
".:.must have their grounding in‘what is more than spatioetemporal ie.

'they must be 'meta-physical' in a more obviously traditional: senSe" 88
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Theism, even whenuprimitive or naine, is such e ncheme, andbitlie :ﬁe”
word "God" which Ramsey believes to be “...the integratof word whieh
provides the most simple, far-reaching and coherent metaphysicnl map".89
But we need to go furtherlin asking after fhe differences between meta- "’
physics and religion, for Ramsey well-nigh identifies the two while
- Phillips sees them as quite distinct, A '
Nowhere does Ramsey discuss competing "integrator words'"; that is

a shame, for it makes it less than clear why "God" is the best one, and
it also leaves one somewhat in the dark as to how these‘words work.
Phrases such as "interpretive power" and "explanation" also stand in need
of some further explication, "internretive power' seems related to uni-
versality, what 'was called‘"breadth" with regard to models. 1t seems
that Ramsey would find.it a virtue that one could say:something about

any and every occurrence from within one's metaphysical scheme. Phillips,
as we have seen, thinks such a desire is misplaced‘an& misguided, "Ex-
planation' is always difficult to make plain, but it is at least ques-
tionable that Ramsey means it in the Darrow sense of the opposite of
prediction, Broadly, there seem to be two ways in which theistic (or
more widely, "religious'") integrators can "explain" and "integrate' other
modes of discourse. First, they can do this as a sort of meta-theory,
explaining the other ways of talking in detail. But this is too much
l1ike what the philosophy of language does; we don't find this sort of
thing in the Bible, Second, theism can nrovide a way of talking, a

mode of discourse, a language-game, that can absorb or integrate other
kinds within it while remaining logically different, and so provide a
language which is applicable to any situation. It seems that Ramsey is
after something close to this, but his epistemology, as I will show in \

a moment, prevents_hin frdm‘realizing the impact of his insignt.- The
issue .of whether such "inﬁegration" amounts to explanation 1is closely
related to the deepest differences between Ramsey and Phillips. On the ]
face of it Phillips' demand that a non—auperstitious religion be a lo-
gically distinct and independent mode of discourse seems to rule out

such a possibility, whereas Ramsey 8 identification of religion with




metaphysics seems to invite an equation of integration and explanation.
The main issue to be addressed in Chspters Two and Three is in what sense

religious discourse is a distinct language-game and what this implies

for its relation to the other discourses. Something more, however, can

be said here as regards Phillips' and Ramsey's views on_this matter,
 In the series of lectures published under the title Models and

Mystery Ramsey argues that the natural and social sciences employ models

in much the same way that religion‘and theology do. Following Max Black

he distinguishes between two kinds of models: (1) scale or "picturing"
models, which attempt to reproduce identically features of the origi-
nal;91 and (2) "analogue" or "disclosure'" models, which rather depend

on some sort of "...structural similsrity; some sort of isomorphism,

between the model and the phenomena in respect of which it'is nsed...."92
The religious models discussed earlier are of the second kind, and like=-

wise those of natural science. Though the nineteenth century was largely

convinced that science consisted of picturing models, Ramsey thinks that
most scientists today would concur that "light wavé" and "photon" are

rather disclosure models. The example is pertinent in that these two

ways of speaking seem to co-exist quite happily, and are alternately
used depending upon which aspects of the behaviour of light want empha-
There seems to be no pressing need for a theory which integrates

sis.
(To press the map snslogy, both are useful

"wave" and 'particle" talk.
maps and one merely needs to.know which one to consult. )

Ramsey never speaks of models as a species of metaphor, prefer-

ring instead to list resemblances between the two phenomena. These are:

‘that both “provide us with abundant possibilities of articulation" by

enabling a'"trsnsaction'between‘contexts", and that both are rooted in

disclosures. They are born in, "...and thereafter intended to evoke, a

disclosure associated with a tangential meeting of two diverse contexts
ud3 Ramsey may not want models too _closely associated with metaphor

because msny philosophers allow only a limited role for metaphors.
Ramsey certainly thinks, for instance, that models are very much "about
how things are"; and in something very like a referring way.

Is Ramsey right that models in science are used to evoke disclo-
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sures? And, if so, when? One could not say, tevery time they are ysed", L
for linguistic expressions are not tied to particular experiences in that
gort of way. But when then? It seems that Ramsey fails to distinguish
two sorts of cases; when a model is first used some sort of unusual ex-
perience of "seeing" the point is very common, perhaps even necessary.
But it need not be repeated time after time. Rather, one becomes used

. to thinking in certain terms and what was once odd or strange becomes
second nature. No disclosure is. here required thOugh very similar
situations are sometimes needed to pierce the crust of convention, to .
recover the original insight. These too may well be called disclosures,

but the point I wish to make is that Ramsey's requirement that a model

al ays evokes a disclosure, or even that it always should seems to me
unnecessary and misguided, a hangover from an empiricism which sought
external justification in direct experience. '

’Ramsey.says that-some sort of ontological commitment is entailed
in the use of a disclosure model.

The ontological commitment arises in a disclosure, and the
model, whether in science or theology, provides‘us with its
own understanding of, and its own inroad into, what the dis-
closure discloses.... :

(0) jective reference is safeguarded, for the object declares
its objectivity by actively confronting us.

‘ vBut no description is guaranteed 96

One wonders just what the "inroad" really amounts to if no description
is guaranteed--certainly not a guarantee of truth, The answer Beems to
be that the immediate experience of the disclosure gives us "something
other than ourselves", ‘an objective reference, without inference.97 1t
is here, however, that Phillips' criticisms of Ramsey are most to the
point. If the description is not guaranteed, he argues, then there are
procedures for testing it (though these need not be very developed or
formal). Just as the spirits-must be tested to see whether they be of

God, so too disclosures must be tested to see whether they be of science.9

Ramsgey says that he does not want to suggest ‘that ‘"...the way in which
a scientific object eludes our grasp is precisely that in which a theo-
logical object does" ,99 yet he offers nothing beyond our intuitions for
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telling them apart, Phillips' pdint is that it is doubtful that we

could ever tell them apart merély on the basis of perceiver and object,

Rather, one needs recourse to the criteria embedded in the language, for

the notion of "something other than ourselves" is also part of the lan-

guage, as are the notions of "object" and "reality", » .

(Ramsey's) agent is simply confronted by phenomena, which dis-
close themselves in various ways. But, as Winch points out,
although "the phenomena being investigated present themselves
to the scientist as an object of study", and he observes them
and notices certain facts about them, "to say of a man that he
does this presupposes that he has a mode of communication in
the use of which rules are already being observed", and this
brings one back to Sge relation between the scientist and his
fellow scientists.1 '

- .

So social’and linguistic criteria needsgo be taken into account in

drawing any distinction between science énd'religion. To do this is,

in part, to reveal the ﬁgrammar" of ouf%}anguage, Moreover, "once a

épecific context is introduced, the disé}ﬁgure, the insight, call it -

what you will, cannot play the fundamental ‘tole which Raﬁséy attributes

to it".101 But this is misleading on Phillips' part, pincé it is hot

perfectly clear what rolg Ramse&‘does attribute to disclosures. What

is clear is that they alone cannot be the basis of an epistemology, and

Ramsey never explicitly recognizes this. In failing to say'énything

about the role which social relations play'in our’languaée Ramsey is L e 3

uhable to really account for the differenqes between religious and scien- i

tific criferia-of assessment--worse, he is not able to account for there o f

being such differences at all. ‘He is, of courée,‘aﬁare ﬁhat such dif- ]
'.,ferences exist--indeed, he often sensitively observes them--but he can-

not philosophically say much aboqt them, and the implication that dis-

.élosures will do the trick is misleading, Disclosureé, whatever else

iy

W2

" they are, ‘cannot play the role of an independent justification of reli-

glous belief..

One can'only recommend "God" as an integrator word given some con- -

e A e

et

cept of God, and this will always involve'one in a trad;tiod;'for there
are important differences between Zeus and Yaweh and Allah. Neither
‘Rdmsey nor Phillips has said much that helps us learn how it is that
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the befieyer's choice of models is not tnlimited, especially once we— - -
allow that the "existence' of God is- not an empirical issue. As. was :,
mentioned earlier, modelling God on a spoiled brat or as he who first
drives mad those he would destroy dogs not seem readily posaible for a
Christian, If a direct insight cannot explain this, netther can simply
asserting the priority of language over "experience", fdi';s we‘sqy,
Phillips® use of "picture" makes religious belief, and changes therein,
look less than rational. One can, I think, answer "That's just what °
we (of they) do" too early. 1Imn. the next chapter I want to discuss Stuart
Brown's explication of the w1;tgen§teinian notion of "grammar", as I
think it, or some notion like it, is a way of dealing with such concep-
tual and linguistic chahge-whiéh_can avoid the excesses and defects of
both Phillips and Ramsey. ' o

I have bee; unable to pin down the sense in which Ramsey thinks
that religious beliefs can be "justified”". At times he seems to imply
that disclosures provide something like an independent ground for reli-
'gious belief, but he has also discussed at length and quite helpfully,
the way in which models make possible, in some sense, such disclosures.
I will not pursue this question further with regard to Ramsey's beliefs,
but it will recur in a different guise in Chapter Three when I discuss
in what sense religious discourse is a distinct language-game from other
modes of discourse, Since D.Z, Phillips has very much emphasized this
. view of distinct--perhaps even separaté}-language-games, I will further

consider his views later, in Chapter Four.
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1 will discuss, and. recommend this way of putting things in Chap-
ter Three.
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In general discussion of "metaphysics" it is often less than clear
what is meant by this term., Wittgenstein's attitude towards
"metaphysics' is not easy to decipher. He spoke of himself as
engaged in "an activity that is one of the heirs of the subject
that used to be called Philosophy". Renford Bambrough has said
that "metaphysics or pure philosophy is the study of the nature
of knowledge, of the nature and inter-relations of the ultimate
modes of justification of propositions of all types...." ("Prin-

~  cipia Metaphysics", Philosophy, April 1964.) On this defini-

tion Wittgenstein was surely a metaphysician and Phillips of-
fers only one argument for supposing that such a study is im-
possible (the bad argument for ambiguity). When they say
"metaphysics" both Phillips and Ayer seem to have in mind a
relatively un-gself-critical pastime in which illicit a priori
reasoning leads to claims about how the world is, what Michael
Hinton has called ‘glossogenic" philosophy. But such a prac-
tice is far from all that traditional philosophers did, and I
see. no good reason to, as it were, throw the real metaphysics
out with the bath water. . .
I.T. Ramsey, "On the Possibility and Purpose of a Metaphysical
Theology", in Ramsey ed., Progpects for Metaphysics, London,’
1961, p.160 (hereafter PforM). Ramsey's view of metaphysics
. seems to be one that proposes certain specific arguments for
a given "system", As such, it isicloser to what Phillips and
‘Ayer attack than it is to Bambrough’s purely descriptive sort
of metaphysics.  Tho this is a topic of sufficient breadth
and depth to warrant a thesis or two of its own, it does seem
" to me that the difference between description and proving is
¢rucial, and that a "deductive" ‘metaphysics of the old kind is

an error.
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CHAPTER TWO
GRAMMAR AND GRAMMATICAL CLAIMS

When we make the question of reality the central one we miss ‘.
the point that what we are to believe is not the miracle but kf\\\
the word .of God. The miracle has nothing of its own to give. .
What is really true is’'the word of God. --Jacques Ellul |

»(i) Stuart Brown on "grammatical claims"

In this section I want to examine Stuart C. Brown's development

of the notion of "grammar", a notion used but never explicated very

fully by D.Z. Phillips. The notion comes from the later work of Witt-
genétein: "Grammar -tells us what kind of object anything is. (Theology
as grammar;)f'1 Both Brown and Phillips operate within the broad Witt-
~ gensteinian tradition and use the seme vocabulary. At times this makes

. it seem as though their views-ere almost identical; witness this from
Brown: "...the standards which govern.what it makes sense to say within
a given field of discourse must be sought within that fieldbof discourse
itself“.2 But whiie their views are superficially similar, and;in‘some
| ways they are closer to one another than either is to either Ramsey or
Ayer, the ways in which they differ ‘over - the concept of grammar leads

to further profound differences which are more important than initial

superficial similarities.

Brown makes two preliminary distinctions which influence his later y,

account of grammar. The first is between the exercise and -application

of a concept. A person may come'to have a formal grasp of the rules oA -
governing the' use of a concept but 'still not find it intelligible, not R
-~ be able to apply it to any cases. He can be said to know how to exer-
cise but not apply that concept. ""One ‘needs...some capacity to exercise .

‘a concept in order to recognize that a given application (can or) cannot'
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Some

concepts, of course,\a¥e incoherent and cannot be "mastered"., If .this

distinction can be ?: ta d then it does not follow, as Phillips some-
e

" times seems to thin the~fact that religious language is rule-

governed that it/is tel igible.v \
Brown's econd dist ngti;: come \from Wittgenstein, but has been

- made by msny others, includingiCarnap. Th is, he says, a dikference ,
' §
between questions “that arise within a given lin istic framework and ‘

questions about that system or fr\ work as a whole. The universal

sceptic, for instance, doubts the t uth or adequacy of our whole frame-
work of knowledge: this is an exter 1 question with. quite different
implications from questions such as Lwhst is the speed of’light?" or -
"Who was the first President of Chile?" These are questions which are

internal to physics and history. g .
~ The asking of external questioné is an odd and risky business, » &5

-~"_and Brown treats at some length the exémple of Descartes' worry about 7
-universal deception, In asking whether we might not be universally de- : I ;§
ceived in our observations and judgements, wrong all the time, Descsrtes o i
makes use of the distinction between veridical and non-veridical ‘obser- §
vations and judgements. But where does such a distinction come from, 3
~and what is involved in using it? The answer seems to be from obserfe- ‘
tion-talk: we all are familiar with the difference in, say, a qourt'case.
But ifkthis is right, why should weé(and Descartes) suppose that an in-
ternal distinction from the practice.of oBservations could be. applied
to the whole practice itself? . No basis is offered on which we could
apply these internal standards to the langusge-game as a whole; so we
1are left not knowing what it would be to. be wrong or deceived all the
time., Descartes broke a rule of grammar with respect to observetion
language: in doubting the perspective implied in observation-talk he
"Presupposing a conception of reality" and "breaking a

presupposed it. . ‘
rule of grammar" amount to the same criticism lere.

-
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This example may serve to demonstrate the dangers and complexi-
ties involved in asklng externdl question., but it doe. not show that -
all such questions are confused, let alone ti. . metapnhy-ics concigts of
such questions, Phillips may hold such a view, bu: if so Brow. does
" - not ghare it, It seems to me that this "internal-external” distinction

.gets us farther than general talk of "metaphysics" precisely because it
. makes us focus on cases. - )
Brown and Phillips would agree that the notion of "correspondence
. with reality" cannot be used to give content to language ."...for igg'
content needs to be specified oy reference to the field of discourse
into which it enters".4 All talk of "reality" takes place within some
conception of reality and ".,.grammatical propositions, in stating what
it would not make sense to deny, arciculete features'of a conception of
reality".5 From within such a conception they appear as in some way
necessarily true (and this sheds llght on a lot of metaphysics!). It is -
.noteworthy that grammatical claimc‘often appear.less'és explicit evowals
than as what someone is committed to by Qirtue of otber claims.6 Remem-
ber, Ayer's example of a religious utterance was '"God exists", and that
" does not appear very often in religious literature.
Certain philosophers speak of "conceptual truths" or claims,
" Sometimes they mean something quite close to what Wittgenstein meant by
grammatical remarks'", but at others they mean something more like "analytic
truths', Grammatical claims stand in contrast to matter-of-fact claims
but not in quite the way anglytic ones do., The distinctions are similar
~ but they do not mark off the same ground and it is importantﬂhot to con-
fuse them. I will try to bring out the difference in what follows.
Grammatical claims stand in contrast to matter-of-fact claims.
They are conveﬁciooal in the sense that "...the'standards of corfectness‘
;and incorrectness are reflected in ‘the established use which words have
in the language". 7 Brown calls this '"weak conventionalism" in opposition
to the conventionalism of someone like Ayer (or Quine). Ayer seems to
think that the correct usage of a word is. subject to stipulation, that
we can decide what We mean, and that all changes in meaning could be

conventional #h this sense. This is "strong conventiqnalism . But in»l u,;;“

—
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practice it is not onlf strong conventionalists who operate in the follow-
ing way: when a new grammar isiput forward the claim is made that it 18 »
self-contradictory, Brown treats Galileo's claims about the mooén as an
example., Galileo claimed on the basis of observation, that the moon
| was not perfectly spherical He was attacked on the grounds that it was
part of the concept of a 'celestial body" that it be spherical, i,e, on
the grounds that his position was self-contradictory and unintelligible.
The orthodox of the nay‘eaw thegiesue as what A, ould call "analytic",
‘but such an argnment begs. the question because =~ .ssue "3 what beionga
to a given.concept, or at least what ought to beilong. The defence "But
‘Vthat's just vhat we mean" is not, by itself, ultimate in such cases.

The issue between Galileo and the church authorities would have
been "merery verbal"\\the result of adopting different conventions, if
both parties understood the issue in the same way but simply chose dif- - L 3

ferent terms to describe it. o

The error which seems. to lie at the root of (strong) conven-
tionalism is that the térms in which we describe the world
can be radically divorced from our understanding of it....
But the concepts which we have--and therefore in one sense
the "terms" which we are able to employ--are not a conven-
tional matter. For they reflect the understanding we have
of the world. We cannot enlarge that understanding without _ ¥
extending the range of the concepts we possess., . ‘ g

So Galileo's claim about the moon was not merely a proposal for a new

set of terms, but an insight into how things are which. involved using
certain terms in a new way. Problems of understanding arise, vested
interests aside, because the new view is presented in the old language _
(the other sense of "terms"), but old language used somewhat differently.;
(Ramsey might say "oddly".) There is a ahift in categories. '"To sée a
claim as'one of insight'we need to inform it with two different back-
_grOunds in relation to each of which it may be seen as having a different
standing in grammar. u? what was for Galiieo an empirical claim wag for
his Ptolemaic opponents a schoolboy 8 error, To use Wittgenstein's .
clanguage here, nhat was for the authorities a rule of testing was: iteelf
being subjected to tests: by Galileo. Galileo 8 investigations were not
simply an illicit move in an old game but, rather,_were a. paradigm for .

e .
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‘moves in a new game,

There is, then, no sharp boundary between grammatical and empiri-
cal claimsé some propositions it may seem merely unreasonable to deubt,
otherévimpossible to doubt, But there is a boundary here even if it
cannot be drewn sharply; the broad sense of "logic" quite common since
the late fifties implicitly recognizes this. For a change in grammar
is a change in logic, a change in what it makes sense to say. A given
claim can change its status from grammatical to.empirieal, froﬁ true to
false, as our concepts change. The sphericalness of celestial bodies
was once seen as necessarily true and is now seen'as contingently false;
but the change can be in the opposite direction as well, either as re-
gards truth value or modality or both, , '

This should not be taken too lightly, for suc@gchanges imply
changes in our form of life.

L]

The esséntial thing is that we cannot without transforming
our form of life turn just any empirical proposition into
a postulate, accomodate just any recalcitrant experienci
into our system by re-evaluating some other’ part of it.

If, to use one final metaphor of Wittgenstein's, for the door to turn
the hinges must stay put:,11 it is ndwetheless true that what turns and
what-stays put may change. And g;lgﬁ turns on this, for it is not wrong
of‘historians to see Galileo's centnry as embodying great changes for

the next several centuries in a germinal form. '"Our talk gets its mean-

ing from the rest of ouf proceedings."l%_

The-use,of the word "insight" by Stuart Brown stands in need of
ther expliqation; It is not equivalent to Ramsey's ""disclosure" be-

causd it is not to be identified with any particular experience, though .

thie i} not to deny that'certain experiences may be necessary to the at-
tain£/£ of certain insighte. This is an’ 1mportant difference, though
Brown's notion gets closer to Ramsey s on another point.- An insight,
like a disclosure, provides its own inroad into a matter. While,in some
senge this may be true, the way Brown lays it out is the weakest point

of his account, He thinks that a genuine insight involves seeing a claim
as true simultenequsly‘wi;h coming to qndersyand it. No doubt this hap-

pens, but need it? Can ome not understand without believing? _It is not

—




understanding requires deep familiarity'with the 1ives of believers, . for

_‘not in the sense‘of‘differing-rules for modus ponens or the syllogism,
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at all clear what thisbposition does to the ekercise/application dis-
tinction drawn earlier, and Brown offers little by way of argument for
his claim, He apparently believes that he has elimiqated allialterna- {
tives in the coursekof trying to give an answer to the puzzle of why it o
is that unbelievers so often find the believer's claims unintelligible

of seven possible positions regarding this "intelligibility gap", he ;f

refutes all save that "religious beliefs are unintelligible to the un-

believer by virtue of his being an unbeliever".13 It is undoubtedly true

that belief and understanding are closely related,‘that if someone be-

lieved nothing--~that 3 comes after 2, for instance--he would understand

next to nothing., But this relation seems not to be one of mutual impli-

cation, though neither’ 1s it simply contingent. In the absence of very

good reasons to the contrary one should be highly sceptical about lock-

ing belief and understanding together so that a non-believer cannot

understand a believer's faith., It is, of course, true that any such

T At
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without seeing how language fits into its surroundings proper understand-

ing probably cannot arise. (Closely connected with this issue is the

ARSI 5

possibility of translating religious beliefs into other terms, a pos-
sibility I will discuss in Chapter Three.)
" - It does seem true that- insights in Brown's sense share an initial

unintelligibility with pseudo-insights, and must be distinguished from

B i

them somehow. Bronn says:

‘There is...no general recipe for deciding whether or not -
proposed conceptual scheme does advance understanding of
particular matter. Hence there can be no general theory -
distinguishing genuine from unwarranted claims to insight...
the distinction can onl{ be made by reference to the parti-
culars of a given case,

This is only to say that the question of the nature of the moon in the
sixteenth century has no direct bearing on other issues such as the

Christian concept of love and its relation to our more secular notions.
Deductiye argument will not often be effective in these sorts of cases

because what follows from a given premise is what is at issue,‘though

2
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Rather, what follows from given premises will vary as those premises are
understood differently, are understood according to different grammars.

Grammar, then, can be changed; it is not inviolsble or sacrosanct.
Not all departures from ordinary grammar are mistakes. But one might
well follow Brown this far and not wish to follow him the next step,
which is calling granmatical remarks 'claims'. This was certainly Witt-
_genstein's practice, and possibly his considered view: to call grammati-
cal propositions or remarks true or false waS'toAinvite misunderstanding,
to invite confusing them with factual claims. This is closely related
to the issue raised with regard to Ramsey, that of the difference between
justification and right, and I will devote most of the rest of'thisvsec-
tion to a discussion of it.

Brown begins his case for 21ll:ng grammatical statements "eclaims"

by distinguishing two requiremeni. -hat can be made of any putative claim:

(1) that the making of e * :nuiuc claim or assertion must
commit a man to denying some cther claim; and

(2)that for a claim to be factual (i.e. true or false) in-
character, there must be considerations which would count

against it 15

The first requirement seems related to the possibility of there being
statement-making discourse, and related to the law of non~-contradiction
as well, It is when confronted with the second requirement that many
religious statements have trouble. Ayer, who assumed them to be empiri-
cal in nature, a form of hypothesis;- saw their failure to meet this re-
quirement as a ‘sign of unintelligibility. But other-sorts of grammati-
cal elaim such as "Every event has a cause" also run into trouble here.
It would be no good to deny that verificat#gn and: falsification play a

major role in factual discourse, for that woult\be to ignore most twen-

tieth century analytic philosophy.
Brown thinks that calling granmstical claims "claims", and thereby

allowing them as candidates for ‘truth and falsity, need not commit us ‘to

“holding that they are known to be true. To require that would be‘to de-

mand that they. meet the secord condition above, which would be to treat

them as factual, As ‘Wittgenstein said, "One says 'I 'know' where can. also

"say 'I believe' or 'I suspect' where one can -find out" 16 vSo Philfips
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“was right in saying that there is no "finding out" where God is concerned,
but this is not simply a peculiarity of a certain religious discourse.
There 18 no "finding out" with a grammatical claim such as "Every event : E
has a cause" because were we to doubt this we would call our whole lan-
guage~game into questidh. There are no othér propositions wﬁich could
‘be more certain and support it: it is part of our framework.

And now if I were to say "It is my unshakeable conviction
that etc", this means in the present case too that I have
not consciously arrived at the conviction by following a

particular line of thought, but that it is anchored in all ’ )
my questions and answers, so anchored I cannot touch it. '

The expression '"cannot touch it" may be a bit misleading, and we must be

careful not to agsume that all grammatical remarks are equally removed
from "the route followed by enquiry",l8 equally embedded in our way of

life, _ |
On Broﬁn's view, then, there will be two characteristic gorté of
‘advance in human "knowledge", one consisting of the acquisition of further
facta_br information within a set of qoncepts;'and another ﬁhiéh

...makes possible the finding of new information by providing
a change in, or extension of, concepts already available. It
is first and foremost, an advance in understanding...it makes
possible a use of concepts in terms of which new facts could

be stated or discovered...it involves coming to find intelli-
gible what formerly did not make sense to one.

Grammatical claims are, if the word is not too misleading, gresuggosedv
by empitical‘clgims.\ '

. For grammatical claims provide the context in which true or
false matter-of-fact claims alike may be made. It 18 the
 possibility of a claim's being either true or false which
depends on the truth of somé grammatical claim or other.
For grammatical claims specify the relevant features of a
conception of reality whose limits mark the limits of what
" can intelligibly be claimed,20 :

Une must, I'think,‘be'cargful here to heed the fblldwihg warning

of Wittgenstein:

The rules of grammar may be called “arbitrary", if that is
- to mean that the aim of the grammar is nothing but that of
. the language. ' ’ ' o » -

If someone says."If our language had not this grammar, it °

could not express these facts"--it ghould be asked what

7,
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. "eould" means here.21 '
It is important that this he’made clear: Brown is not arguing for the
‘;uperiority of hne grammar over another, and neither am I. I wili turn
to the question of whether and how ome can do that in a moment. He is
‘ssying that for language to be the statement-making thing that it is
some grammatical claims are necessary: "{f I want the door to turn, the
hinges must stay put", 22 One might say-that the grammatical change
wrought by Galileo .and his contemporaries in the notion of a "celestial
body" made 1t possible for us to know certain facts about the solar 8y8~
tem, This seems unobjectionable so long as it serves to ‘emphasize how
that change is related to the rise of mod¢-n science. Vittgenstein's

warning is against assuming too much force_for'thezmodglity<in such situ-

ations, because we have no clear idea of what possibilities were not
realized, nor even a very cleatfgggﬂgfzﬂhxt "possibility" means in this
context. It is important to see how one grammar arises only, as it were,
' when the ground has been prepared for it in history. This logical worry

about "could" need not lead us to deny this, need not contradi>//our pic-
ture of language and knowledge as '"generative", But ‘we ghould,/ I think,
remain actively historical in outlook, pressing those who desire a,more
"transcendental" conclusion to say why' "would" is not enough to say why
"could" should be used instead.

(ii) Can grammatical issues be discussed rationaliy?

The existence of grammatical claims, says Brown, is intimately
bound up with language being the rule-governed activity that it is, for
in marking the 1imits of what can intelligibly be claimed grammatical »
claims function like rules which can only be bréken for limited and special

purposes (such as making a joke).z3 They are rules which can be changed

for. the limits of what can intelligibly be claimed may change‘with ‘changes

in our life, but they are not "merely'conventionsl"‘in the sense discussed

earlier.za_ So the ‘reasons for calling grammatical remarks "claims", and
"for tréating them as issues which can be rationslly and ressonably dis-"
cussed, have to do both with their relation to factual claims and with
the fact that they are not sacrosanct.zsﬂ Reasons can be’ given for and -

against a given claim, but such reasons stop short Qf beingilogicslly‘ S !
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compelling. This hss led some philosOphers to deny that grametical dis-
putes are cognitive in nature, But more thsn simply pragmatic reasons

. can be given, ‘for it is open to one t¢ argue that a given grammar 1is in-

adequate ih a stronger sénse., Take Betkeley's account of causality, for

instance, which Brown treats as an example, Berkeley held thst there
need be an agent for every cause, that to support a cause without an
agent was unintelligible. We can reply that this is to make different
sorts of cases look too much alike. The two-fold clsim that an agent is
noI}. always necesssry and that the resulting view /sdmits of subtler dis- :

.»tinctions ‘than Berkeley 8 (is pragnmticslly superior) would not, of

course, be easy for a Berkeleyan to see: to anyone raised on this view

. - our view would constitute an insight (or at lesst a putative one) The
~ "deciding" of such an issue witl, at times, take on the look of a. his-
torical process, but why should sll ccognitive issues be simply- decided?

Is there a good reason to link the cognitive to particular procedures

. I don't see any - except the philosopher's ambition to be ultimte judge.
‘. He has no right to be, for philosophers are historical creatures as much

as anyone else, There is certsinly a role for the philosopher to. play
in clarifying grammar and in advocating changes, but at ‘most this in one

seat on the jury. : _ .
" 'All that has been said calls into question any essy sssumption

"about the correspondence between our thought snd the world But since
. the evegg ides of correspondence is cslled into question this does not
“ " lead to scepticism. Neither does 1t mean thst grsnmr is not “sbout the
» world", for ‘the simple and exhaustive bifurcetion of "empiricel clsim" -
("facts") and "human atvitudes" ("values") is- itself called into ques-
' tion. Science, at the level of factusl discourse, gives us a series of
: methodologies which sepsrate out "the uorld" from what we bring to 1it,

This 1is not possible at the level of grammar: it is not - thst we csnnot

o apply vhst we wish we could, but thst ve have no clesr idee whs}: such
= -procedures would be, for -any would presuppose some gtsmr. The demnd
. for an sccount of our “representstions and the world such thst 'we couldf‘;‘f
.inspect the relation, sng which wss not one of our representations, is

bl
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incoherent., If we feel this as a lack that is because we have wrongly
estimated what science is: it never was, nor could be, the Archfmedean
point some have dreamed of. With Wittgenstein's epistemology we‘have’a
category--"grammar"~-with which we can work towards a fuller picture of

our language and knowledge, one which avoids the mistake of‘assuming

that eterything said {8 either a factual claim or a "value" (and hence

in a strong sense optional). Saying, however, is not in this case doing,
and I will try to say more about this in the next chapter, and I will ;“%fﬂ
also try to show how it is one goes about, in detail, revealing the gfpéﬁg
mar of a kind of discourse, - «

It should be emphasized again that no religious tradition consists
of solely grammatical claims--and that the boundary between factual and
grammatical dlaiﬁs cannot always be sharply drawn, A dispute as to
whether such-and-such a person is a saint or prophet, for instance, is
to some extent a factual dispute. It is important to realize that the
gra;mar of a‘given faith has been built up over time, and that it may
well have changed over that time. When I claim that "God exists".isra.
grammatical claim, I me=" that it is such in relation to orthodo;, Bib-
lically-based Christianity. For sqme sects it may well be an empirical
claim, and it may have stood in a quite different relation to its lin<
guistic surroundings in Moses' day. In saying that religion has a "dif-
ferent grammar" from science, I am claiming, in part, that "God exists"
stands in a different relation to other claims in that realm of discourse
than "unicorns exist" does in zoology. Philosophers h&Ve underestimated
the importance of the particular religious traditions in pursuit of a
"highest common factor" éhich, say, the ontological argument proves.

But this leaves "...the prior question about what concept of God would

be an adequate one in a vacuum".26 Different religions wfll be differ-
ent grammars here, and despite his sensitivity to particular examples,

this is precisely where Ramsey's metaphysical theology was weakest.

The question of the existence of God, raised as an ext 1 Y '
' -p

question, must be construed as one which calls in que;

the language of religion as a whole. For the stateme
“"God exists', if it is true, could only be true as a m@ta
grammatical statement. To reject it as false is to reject

.."J -
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the linguistic framework which requires it to be true.
Neither-a religious nor a non-religious framework could ,make
it possible to regard the existence of God as a question of
" fact. As an internal question the question whether there
is a God could only be whether a non-theistic grammar of
religion is possible., But that question can only be raised
within the linguistic framework of a given tradition.27

And this would require showing that there were sufficient other “resources
‘to maintain the way of 1ife paradigmatic for that tradition As Brown!
says, a religion is not .

_...a set of metathsical beliefs in some way connected with:
a set Qf liturgical practices. It is a way of life, It
would-be wrong to recongize this by adding a system of moral-
ity which is itself intelligible in secular terms. 2

I will try to say more about why this is so in Chapter Three. I should
emphasize that here Brown is in broad agreement with Phillips and Winch

in emphasizing that

a“religious understanding must be internally connected with
a religious way of life in that to understand the meaning
of human 1ife in a, religious way is to gee the possibility
of its being lived in a particular way. v

This is why the life of Jesus is so important, for he shows what other-
wise enigmatic phrases such as "Be as wise as serpentsrand'as,harmless
as doves" amount to as resources for a lived human life, People with
very little philosophical or theological acumen can recognize this, and -
it is intimately bound up with his being "saviour".

‘1 do not think it is too important whether or not we allow gram-
‘ maticalfclaims to be candidates for truth and falsity so long as we re-
- cognize both those features which lead us not to doubt them in the or-
dinary course?of'things--their relations with factual discourse--and
those features which‘allow disputes over them to have ' a very large ele- -
ment of reason to themé-those features which make them "cognitive'" issues.
In the rest of this thesi$ I will speak of the "truth" and "relative ade-
quagy" of grammatical claims interchangeably. :

D
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Wittgenstein, OC, #88,
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S.C. Brown, DRCMS, p.l18,

»» DRCMS, p.118,

L. Wittgenstein, PI, 1, 497.
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In

. 0G, #343,

Thére is ah interesting book by Sten H. Stenson entitled Sense

and Nonsense in Religion, Abingdon, 1969, in which the author
tries to show the similarities between religious discourse and
various kinds of jokes., The analysis is, however, merely sug-
gestive, hence I.do not discuss this book.- -

the Tractatus Wittgenstein espouses a view of logic not that
different from Ayer's, hence his attraction at that time to

‘the so-called Vienna Circle. The view of logic, too, as a

matter of "natural history" emerges in his later writings.

Vo

Phillips says that the grammar of our discourse. "determines" how .

‘things are for us. The word is, however, quite charged, and

using it makes it look as though we cannot call our grammar
into question, That we cannot do this in an absolute way . does
not mean that we cannot do it in given cases, however, and I
will try to say more about this in Chapter Four. A more for-
tunate side-effect of Phillips' use.of "determine" is that it
emphasizes that the believer does not simply treat his-religion
as something to be tested, but also uses it as a rule of test-
ing. Philosophy can help to make it clear who is testing what
with what, ' ' :

8.C. Brown, DRCMS, p.171.

, DRCMS, p.167.

, DROMS, p.135.° .

,*DRCMS, p.177. - .
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. not there can be an independent justification of religious belief: the

‘next section will constitute a more detailed discussion of\tﬁis issue

CHAPTER THREE
PERSPECTIVES AND LOGICAL'RELATIONS

The difference between the tragic hero and Abraham is clearly
evident. The tragic hero still remains within the ethical.
He lets one expression of the ethical find its telos in a
‘higher expression of the ethical....With Abraham ghe situa-
tion was different. By his act he overstepped the ethical
entirely and possessed a higher telos outside of it...."
_-=Soren Kierkegaard

o

(i) "Hard", '"Soft", and "Non-Perspectivism"

In this section I want to consider what. has been said so far from
the standpoint of a categorical scheme used by J W. McClendon and James
S. Smith, in their book Understanding Religious Convictions. Like al-

most any classi¥icatory system its use is limited and it should never

take the place of detailed discussion of particular issues, ,Nevertheyess;
>3 ‘ \

I hope it is of some use in placing the views which I have discussed thus

far o some sort of map of the philosophical terrain.

]

This entire scheme is very much related to the issue of whether

and the issue of whether religious claims-are translatable or reducible

to other terms. v
. A "non-perspectivist" is one who, in some strong sense, holds that
reason is conceptually neutral. This belief is most often accompanied
by some sort of scheme/content distinction'such‘that it is (in principle)
possible to sort out what is "really there" in the world and what we ’
bring to any inquiry as gnrt of our conceptual scheme. This often takes °
the incoherent'form of a demand for a neutral account of the relation

between our representations and that which they represent, but perhaps ’
it need not do so. It does seem open to a non-perspectivist to claim

~
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that some one conception of reality is absolutely right, though spelling
out this latter notion is notoriously difficult.. Ayer, in his pursuit of
" one universal criterion‘of meaning, is a non-perspectivist, for he thinks
he has found a test against which any statemént can be judged. For the
non-perspectivist there is nothing particularly problematic about reli-
gion, and reason,’ whether through specific methodologies - such as science ‘
or through articulate\philosophical discussion, is capable of settling-- :
again in a strong sense--such issues. '

‘ The'opposite polar category ‘to.non-perspectivism is "hard-perspec-
tivism", The hard-perspectivist maintains that conceptual differences on
fundamental issues are an ultimate fact of human existence, and that as a
result decisive, even serious, argument between those who 80 differ is
not possible. To be sure, conversions take place, but they do so for
non-rational reasons and'argument and inference play no‘deCisive role,
D.Z, Phillips, as we have seen, denies that any justification of religion
¢qu;dependent grounds is possible and that any search for it 1s based
on-misunderstanding. The important issue in properly understanding Phillips
is what he takes this 'to imply. At times he wants to allow for quite a
degree of latitude in the operations of reason on such conceptual ques-
tions, but at other times he denies this. He certainly allows that gram-
mar can change, but the crucial issue is to what extent such change can
be rational and to what extent it is merely a manifestation of brute and
unbridgeable differences among us. Phillips, when stating his position
Amostﬁclearlys seems to lapse always into a hard-perspectivist bosition,
as we saw in his discussion of sameness and difference. -

The position which I have been arguing for 1s what might be called .
"soft;perspectivism" On such a view conceptual (grammatical) differences
- are seen as important but not as unbridgeable, as‘real and enduring but
‘not ultimate. The hard thing is to state such a position correctly so that
it does not quickly collapse into one of the more extreme poles. I know
of no transcendental argument which simply and straightforwardly accom-
‘plishes this, it seems that one must be content to- criticize both extremes
such that they become untenable, and that this is the only prodecure

\

avnilable to us.

Stuart Brown certainly wants to be a aoft-perspectiviat, for this’
/ ) 1
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is the direction of his account of“why grammatical disputes are not )
merely pragmatic. The problem is that what he says about belief and v
understanding, his too simply yoking together.of these notions, strong-
ly counteracts this train of thought. .Still, in as much as he has shown
that grammar can both "determine" what it makes sense'to:say and yet be
open to revision, he has gone a good way towards establishing some form
of . soft-perspectivism. Phillips, of course, need not aflow this just.
yet; He might claim that all Bronn has shown is that,certain\' oreground"
cases can be rationally discussed, but what is importantphere ;fé\th

very fundamental "background" considerations, the real "depth‘grammar",- :
of our thought., I do not really know what to*say,to this‘except to take
the following procedural stance: if such ultimate differences are~there .
we will surely encounter them in the discussion of more particular gram-
matical issues. - This 1atter method &s likely to be considerably more
productive’of understanding than direct‘arguments on the issue because
igiis so easy in such general arguments. for language to go 'on holiday"

and for one to become embroiled in dispute which one cannot connect to

any other issues. . .
The dangers of such a simple classification scheme as I am now

using are manifest when one tries to decide how to classify Ian Ramsey.

He was certainly not a straightforward non—perspectivist for he recog-
nizes that argument plays a more indirect role in religious issues than :
such a position would allow, There is, however, a tendency,in his thought
" to treat disclosures as something like an independentiground for the‘truth:

of religious claims though the fact that models are "there" from the |

start modifies this tendency. In so far as there is one "best map", and

. that this is an issue which can be rationally discussed Ramsey was far

from hard-perspectivism. Perhaps he was a proto-soft-perspectivist.

It is clear that these "perspectival categories form .something of
a continuum with the term "soft-perspectivism" covering a brpad range of
- positions which lie between polar opposites. I hope to. stake out some
ground along this continuum, and the next section is an attempt to more
positively characterize the nature of the "logical independence" which I

believe religious'discourse manifests.
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(11) The four logically possible relations of religious discourse

to the other discourses in terms of a teleological analysis . i
.In this section I want to give an answer to the question ﬁWhat is )
it that makes the different modes of discourse different?”, and from a
“different perspective than has been discussed so far. It is an odd,ques—b
tion, no doubt, and one which may harbour many muddles. It almost cer-
tainly admits of seVeral answers, and it is my belief that an answer
framed in terms. of the objectives of given sorts of claims is potentially
at least as illuminating as ‘any other way of answering. '
_ My general answer is that: different goals (ends, objectives) are .
pursued and achieved in the different modes of speech. One can always .
ask of a speech-act what its corresponding gosl or achievement is. To \
press the game analogy, certain,moves are.madevin_one,game, others”in
'another:‘one does not "score touchdowns" in chess, nor "castle" in foot-
bsli, But a game, of course, is not simply a set of rules: "The game; ‘ ‘ ’i
one wouldvlikevto say, has not only rules but also 8‘22i22"°1 ‘How one . ;
describes or characterizes certain moves or possibilities may help to
reveal or may obscure that point, and this is as true of linguistic ob~
jectives as any other. We have all read those supposedly humorous des-

ncriptions of sports such as "golf is a game in which men hit a little ball

.around with sticks and try to get it in a ‘hole". Even this sort of des-

W&cription may ‘have’ its place, if, for example, one is confronted by a man

who ignores his family for golf, But much funnier than these descriptions

is the spectacle of the philosopher who gives this sort of description of
some phenomena in the belief that he has uttered "the truth" in some grand
: sense which renders insignificant what others might say. Amusing, 1 say,
but also dangerous. 7 -
The: dangers involved in’ speaking of- "objectives" are similar to
those involved in speaking of meaning as. use.' One can quite easily make
_ the issue appear overly functionsl in the sense which Phillips discussed

e i 26

3 regarding superstition .one can make. the objectives of a- given mode of
'discourse_look 11ike ends which could be perceived and sought independently
of . the discourse itself ‘But the- function of a discourse is not ‘something
1t performs only, as it were, accidentally "the aim of,the“grammar is

‘




nothiné but that of the languaée"}z The danger is, if another analogy
may help, of making the~re1ationéhip between a way"of‘speaking and- its
end look like that which obtains between a screw-driver and its being
_used to pry a jammed window open. It is_ﬁuﬁh more the sort of "inter-
nal" relation which obtains between screw-drivers and screws.% ‘ -

The main question to be answered 1is: does'religious discourse set
its own objectives which are as logically different from those of science
as those of science are from those of ethics? .Or can the objectives of
religious discourse be stated in other terms, be "reduced" to non-reli-
gious discourse., There are, I believe, four logically possible positions
which couldiobtain between religion and the other discourses from the -
standpoint of teleology. I will lay out each relation briefly and then
proceed to a more general discussion of the issues involved

Relation #1: On this first view of the relations among the dis-
courges the objectives of a religious act'(includingda speech-act) are
‘not reducible to, nor statable in, other terms.f.TO'use an example of
Winch's (without meaning to attribute this view to him), "praying" can-
not be treated as simply a species of 1"'xn.aking requests of" since what
bcounts as & "request", an "answer", or anyysuch_term‘is quite different
with God than in human cases. . The objec L{ves of prayer*must be stated
in religious terms, though what those objectives are may be -an area of
"disagreement in theoloﬁy, with accounts such. as\"Prayer is fundamentally
an act of response to Jesus Christ" and "Prayer is communication with -
the Divine Thou" being among possible contenders. The point is that
these are religious accounts and they are irreduCible and ultimate on -
this view. v ' o “ “_\ R
'_ if an explicit picture cen’be:of'help, one meereoresent this re-
lation as a Venn diagram with all the intersecting sets empty, or see
the discourses as a number of . non—intersecting circles. Each "realm" is
logically autonomous, sets its own rules and objectives, and a11 ""shared"
- words are ~ambiguous with their meaning varying from context tb context.
This is a view which Phillips says he wants to éboid 3 yet it seems to
be what his. remlrks about sameness and difference amount to. ’

This view is: one response to the insight that ‘there are differing
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criteria for meaningfulness, and to the insight that no Justification 1s
. possible for religious language--"justificatfon" inlthe sense of an in-

' ferential warrant based on evidence which is "independent”. The problem
with such a view is that it either makes'conceptual change look impos-
sible or pays a very high price, namely, allowing change, but making it
often less than rational.‘ Proponents of this sort of view may not see
this as a’ problem, but many others are troubled by such strong '"rela-
tivism"

Relation #2: On this second relation the various discourses are
all subordinate to religion in the sense that religious resources can
be used in the completion of other inquiries, Such enquiries may also
come into contradiction with religious claims. On the strong reading of
this relation religion reveals the end of all other discourses ~or inquir-
fes to be the same, namely, God. He‘is not their "end" in the sense
that they knowingly‘seek Him, but the postulation of God alone offers
them logica1~comp1etion so that He is presupposed. Both the physicist
in search of cosmic origins and the person in search of the ultimate
basis of ethical’ ‘obligation will arrive (if they reason well) at the
same source, viz. God.

This relation is not very fashionable these days, except perhaps
among neo*Thomists and certain Fundamentalists. Ramsey, in his more meta-
physical moods, speaks of, God-talk "capping" the various disciplines and
. modes of explanation, however and & good many. "evangelical" theologians”'
argue for a view close to this. It may be pictured, somewhat simply but
not unfairly, as a number of circles (the other discourses) contained‘n
f within one larger circle (religion), ‘vathis'relation is right then re-

ligion and metaphysics seem well-nigh indistinguishable, and the super-
,scienceidigy of metaphysics which the positivistsﬂnocked is not all’that
far removed from this relation. Adherent’ to such a view have not, so
'far as I know, had much to say about how prayer, for example, fits in to
this scheme, but there seems room for only -a mysticallaccount. Similarly,
there is a problem with explaining how and why the results of reason and
the demands of revelation do not coincide, and no very detailed accounts
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have been offered to explain what seems a legitimate distinction ex-
plained well by the positivisgt, namely, the difference between sttaight-
forward factual claims and metaphysical ones. It does seem Bdssible on
this view that one might believe that God exists and yet not care at all,
and that is curious to me. o

Relation #3: While the second relation was the dominant medieval
view, this third is the dominant modern view, (The influence of the
absence of any devéloped science on the one and its dominant sociologi-
cal presence for us would, I think; be an interesting historicel;analysis.)»
Here religion is seen as "mythologicel“, as a primitive or confused way
of achieving the'ends of science or ethics, What is not one of these is
pure delusion, Snch a view is shared by those who see primitive religion
as,primitive science and by those who see it as a storehouse of ethical
and noral insights. »(Tne same person can, of course, see it as a mixture
of both,) Religious practices may have been, and may still be, an his-
torical necessity, but they are doomed.to be replaced by better ways of
saying and doing the same thing, for they are inherently confused, or at ’
‘least only metaphorical and standing for something else. '

A practice such as praying can be analyzed several ways according»
to this relation. It may be seen as primarily an infantile attempf
influence the course of events, the result af certain psychological pro-
cesses, or it may be seen as a technique of meditation and moral self im-
provement. In either such case it is not in any important way a logi- .
 cally.independent practice. On this sort of view specific differences
among religions are often discounted, usually being.treated in4institoé
tional terms, orlelse seen as merely accidental Religion On'this view
can be included as a subset of one or both of science and ethics, it is -
. a small circle within ‘a larger one,.

Relation #4: This relation is perhaps the most difficult to state
clearly, and especially to distinguish from relation #1. As with the
- first relation, teligious objectives are not fully statable in other
terms- without falsification. But the adyerb is important, for some ac-z

count can be given in other terms. To sey this, of course, is not neetlyb
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enough and I hope that a clearer account may emerge through a discussion
of what Christian prayer is.
In the important gndesal

tive Society"G-PetET f" ”tiken up a discussion of the purpose of -
prayer in the followi’ja . . ,
- In Judeo-chf 4 .the conception of "if it be Thy -
Will's we d, e story of Job, is clearly central

Pusd this. ception is clearly central
to Christian prayerh £ supplica ion, they may be regarded
‘from one point of viéw as freeing the believer from dependence
on.what he is supplicating for. Prayers cannot play this
role if they are regarded as a means of influencing the out-
- come for in that case the one who prays is still dependent
on the outcome, He frees himself from this by acknowledging
his complete dependence on God; and this is totally unlike -
any dependence on the outcome precisely because God is eter-
nal and the outcome contingent.7

Winch goes on to claim’that Zande magical rites, while differing from
Christian prayer im certain positive attitudes they express, are nonetne-
less'very_like'ench prayer in that they express an attitude to contin-
-gencies "...which involves recognig}ou thatlone's life is snbject to con-

to the matter;.

tingencies, rather than an attempt to control these, »

wa would Christians respond to such an anelysis? Obviously in
a number of ways, and I do not know what they all might be. But many
would, I think, find something right about Winch's account._ But is the
, "point of view" from which Winch describes Christian prayer one that a

Chrietian can oecnpyxwith regard to his owm practice? I do not meen this

as a\pgychological~queetion: I mean should the Christinnlrecognize this
as an adequatevaccountiof what he is doing-when'he 1s p:aying?’ At this .
point I think many Christians would say that there ie,more'té it than
-Winch eaye, that his account 1is ineomplete. ‘Bat Winch, 'in allowing for
a variety of "positive attitudes", has allowed for .this. We need to.
know whether this. "more" is important philosoPhically and how it 1s to
‘be described : . /

Winch's account is Stated i“*ion-theological language, vhether )
Zande or Christien. This gives. it-a "third-party" quality and it ob~

viates any initial charges of begging the question. Had he tried togex— '
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plicate"the Zande concepts in terms of the Christian idea of "the Will
of God" we would have been immediately suspicious and suspected a cer-
tain falsity in his comparison. This is, no doubt, psychologicallb im~
'portandl for it seems that one must "distnnce" onegelf from many things
to understand them well. But is it logically important that one_efpli-
cate Christian notions in terms of other notions which are not "reli-’
gious", and how far can this procedure be . carried? Could we imagine
"no remainder" at the end of such a process, or does one at some point
need. to use Christian terminology to expricate Christian theology? Are R4
the truths, if they are truths, which can be learned from Winch's "point o
of view" such that they provide anything like a justification or refuta- - |
tion of religion?
p As the beginning d% an answer to these questions I will offer
another picture or metaphor as before~dthe discourses are seen as a ' ;
Venn diagram, only now there are both areas of. intersection and areas //JA\
which are ‘not shared areas which are peculiar to a given mode of dis-
course. In fact, we might well profitably speak of "common" and "pecu~
liar" notions, the common ones being pretty much those which Phillips - =~
designated as: systematically ambigious. Some of these are “same" and R .
"different" Yreal" and "unreal", “more than" and "less than", v"combined" L ;
and "separate and "dependent" and "independent" Witness this reamrk v
of Wittgenstein s on whether the word "understanding” {s-ambiguous: .

.We. speak of understanding a sentence in ‘the sense in which
it can be replaced by another which ‘says the same: but also

in the sense in which.it cannot be replaced by anothe :
' (Any more than one musical theme can be" repIEEEd’§§’;§GEE;;:)...

.~ Then has "understanding” two different meanings here?--1 - - -
would rather say that these kinds of use of "understanding" - v

”make up its meaning, make up my concept of understanding.
‘For I want to apply the word "understanding" to all this.?

'1£ another metephor may help, our language is 1like ‘thé: downtown
ekyline of a large modern city, - The common terms are 1like thosge systems
which connect the apparently auts ous high-riae buildings~—the streets,

. the electric wires, the water ind sewage pipes.10 One can easily overs
estimste the independence of the buildinge if one only looks. up, if one;;@ |
fails to notice the streets and conduits belov._ That is, buildings ina -
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- city are not just: "Built up" from the grounn, they are\also "built out", | SR

in less obvious ways, to other lm:l.ldingel.11 | IR T o i
To return to Winch's account of prayer, we should look at the SR .

:term-he uses in some detail to see what sorts’ of words he uses. He calls '
these preyers "prayers of eupplication", a term which conjures up conno- . .

_tations of asking or begging. To some extent this :ls a loaded term be- -
casuse of its past essocietions, but Winch does’ nothing much with it. So

| far as I can see he uges it beceuse it has been traditionally used to -
‘name d certain eort%f prayet, and that is all. He is not interested in.
prayers of praise ﬁ(r thankagiving. He speaks of prayer as "freeing the .
believer from dependence on what he is supplicating for". "Freeins“ and' S '
,"dependenée" bave for us a lbng assOcietion with psychological contexts, S
with politicel and, to a lesser degree, scientifis contexts. 1f Winch ‘

48 saying that the believer 1s bes:gcally performing a psychological opere- o
-tion upon himgelf such ‘that he feels". freed, ~is no longer emotionally de- -
pendent on something. being ‘the case, "then this is a potentially contro- .
versial claim, Not, ,I think, that Christi.ans would deny something very ° .i‘.
‘like this, but 1f this sort of talk 1s read psychologically we tend im- - '

, mediately to think of a ‘contrast with what is "actually" the case in v
‘s@lething like: a physically descriptive sense. That. is, vthe believer will |
reject Winch's account if it cerriee with it any sort of implication ‘that i
his prayers are merely a sort. of “talking to himself" which somehow has ' 1
the pnychological consequences that he is no longer anxious about what ’4 j

’ my come to "be. But neither "does the believer treat his prayers as a B
nenns of "influencing the outcone", since, and Winch is right here, thet / -
would not- “free" him - eitber. Merely getting what one wante has littIe to
do with Job, or Jeeus in Gethsemne. SN e
o ' Hhat Hinch hasq‘&% is use’ words which have ‘a variety of uses with
which we are 311‘ pretty familinr--believer and' non-believer elike--and /
trnde ngon their' resonencee from these other cantexts so as to welk a

\ peth hctween the "mtural" elternetive cetegories of psychologicel pro—,
ced\n:e (“:I.nternsl") and technicel ‘means of control or manipulation (" .

ternal") m Chrj,n;ien prectice of prayer does nqt fall simply under : R e

i
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“either of these categories and it seems that Winch tries to imply this
...not a means of influencing the outcome...but a means of

The weakness in Winch's account, it seems

by contrast:
freeing since God is eternal.
to me, is that he does not as strongly distance himself from a purely

psychological use of "free" as he does from a technica}, manipulative /

‘one. Thi: 'eaves it open that he is claiming that the Christian is de-~

\ luded in h!s “freedom", that he really is dependent on the outcome and
may well be crushed by forces larger than himself while believing him-

self to baﬁ'?r ". I do not think Winch intends thisvﬁfor the Christian

does not deny his dependence on oxygen, gravity, food, etc.: rather, he

contrasts sll of these dependencies with his dependence on God. These

forces themselves are dependent on God, he claims, so that that depen-

dence is. the important one. = ''Whether we live or whether we die we are

God 8. "» By itself of course, this sort of talk leads to the picture

iew of God as a quasi-principle, and the theologians
hé term "person' to cover both. ”;n many ways this is
genstein said about. the language- game itself: "“Then is

:srbitrary about this system? Yes and No. It is akin
wl2 -

Ny
.

eitﬁer scepticism or. hard perspectivism. L |
R Why don t I call cookery rules arbitrary, and why'ad I tempted
;? to call the rules of .grammar arbitrary? Because "cookery' is
W defined by {its end, 'whereas 'speaking" is not. That is why
the use of lsnguage is. inh a certain serise autonomous, as cook-
ing and washidg -are-not. You cook badly if you are guided in .
your cooking by rules other than the right ones; but if you
follow other rules than those of chess you are playing another
géme; and if you follow grammatical rules other .than such-and-,
such ones, that does not mean you say something wrong, no, you 57
.are speaking of something else. ", ?:iFﬁo

ends or objectives of language are themselves 1linguistic, i.e.: they

Seen
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presuppose language. This has been said already. The grammar of Bibli-
cal discourse about God . 1is highly complex, and included in it are both
.'the claim that "God exists (is real)" and those aspects of the concept A
of God which Ramsey emphasizedyas '"qualifiers". Together they do not
allow the possibility that the’existence of God is an empirical matter: .
those who treat it as such, whether they fancy themselves believers,
critics, or agnostics, are 2;51333 a different game from that of the

"Biblical authors and redactors. The goals, ends, or objectives of Chris-
tianity are, for the most part, psradigmaticali: laid down in the Bible
and one must learn them there, or in surroundings which maintain that
 grammatical tradition. Those who read the Genesis acleunts and trans-‘,
late God's Creation of the world into a theory about the origins of J&e
physical universe are playing a different game from that, played by the
‘ancient Hebrews--and the truth of this does not depend on those ancients
having recognized that fact 1f- there are different ends being~served,
‘there is a different grammar, 4 different game.
In the rest of this section I would like tn?explore the following
worry‘ since this picture»of the various discoursés allows for a large .
degree ‘of logical independence,,grants them as it were extensive "rights" ‘
' in establishing their own ends jor objectives, how do we tell whether this
« "power is being well exercised? This question may~embody a nuqber of
tgb?wcgnfjé}ons, not tﬁe least of which 1s the suggestion that there h‘& be"
' LLY: 43 " or neutral standards/ior what constitutes an objective worth
T Biﬁing'for.’la related question may be: easier to deal wif&; how do we
T “ﬁhoézwhen ﬂe sat aside certain &spects oftreligion as. beyond a non-reli-
B s‘approaoh that we are not setting aside too mugh? In trying tn
aﬁswer this qnestion I want to discuss fur ther the work of D.Z, Phillips,
for he(toé hag a concept of "genuine religion“ which is related to logi-»s

o ’f *cal independence in soe way. , ,'”a . qﬁ“‘ ‘
_:;‘“ o Ia reading Phillips one often has the ‘uneasy feeling that -some un- .
S "specified notion of genuine religion is being used to assess particular E

w’f. beliefs and ‘that he 1is question-begging “He 1s often redd this way by .
o othens;“‘But things are, I think rather more as Alan Keightley has

L s '
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'QL'? . The concept of geguine ggligion is a major dagermining factor
in all that. Fﬁill{bs d&ys about - the nonsensiggiity of subject—
ing religion to extﬁrnal criteria of rational ty. - In other

,wbrds”Philkips 1s not simply saying...'"Philosophy must leave
~ 'everythingmne it is"; he ¥ arguing for a particular view of
T what, -in-fact should be left as it ‘is...(T)he kind of reli-

4 giaus’belief determines whether or not it is to be understood
solely ia terms ‘of internal criteria or be subjected to
extsrqefb”standards....As factual beliefs, whether expressed
thrgugh'a religious vocabulary or not, (eschatological beliefs3
for instance) are subject to the standards .prevailin in the
mode of discourse which deals with matters of fact.l

The word "religion" is used in two senses by Phillips, one being

the quite general sense in which we all use .the term, a sense based on
family resemblances among phenomena, and the other being something of a
success word, "'Religion' in the first sense may or may not be supersti-

tious according to Phillips criteria and isbbased on general family’re#

-

. semblances, But the second :.nse is used to describe an independent node -

~of speech“with its own logic. (Phillips does not, of course, describd
this logic teleologically.) Here religion is expressive and not fact-

- stating: "God" is-not "...the name of an individual; it does not referi

to anything 15 _ R

Phillips allows that religious claiﬁs qpn be shown'io be confused
but only "religious" ciﬁims in the first sense. In a broad religious '
tradition given;cleims can. be made which have their home in some other
line of business, and Phiijﬁps csn'allow that a certain amount of'what‘
was once seen as religious has been gxposed as superstitious, neurotic,
a minifestation of class interest, confused metaphysics, proto-science,
etc. Whether snyjparticular case amounts to ome of these or “genuine"
religion is a matter which must be discussed on each case s merits.

.On the view I am reé%mmending, the fourth relation discussed in

uthis é&apter, bqth senses.of "religion" are required, though I think thst
"genuine religion" is not. uo be defined the way'Phillips attempts. Thereig

is in manx cases!no sharp'boundary between.religious and -non-religious .
lenguage,‘especihlly when a common term is'used; Winch, for instances,
uses the word "free" in a sense very close to the religious one, and

S Y
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certainly different from the merely psychological sense. The farther “ji&ﬂil'

one tries to go in giving an account of religion in non-religious terms,

RN

$rnd

the more what one says will look like falsity rather than merely incom-
pleteness. At some point one must use the peculiar notions of thesgiven

religion in order to say more, terms such as "God", "Saviour", "Christ", ]

M'sin",

etc. Reaching this point does not bring matters to an\end, how-
ever, for there remaina the sort of grammatical dehate I discussed in
Chapter Two, and there is also "internal" theological debate. The rela- -~
tive merits of differing cenceptions of reality can be discussed, Once’ i
again eommon notions wil@be crucial, and the possibility of'suggesting |
new uses of these seems igdefinitely open. This is the area in which
valid apologetic ergement may be pursued. Such discussion is part of
our ongoing human struggle to find new and better ways to live together
based on vhat ‘we share. That we are born, that we die, that we are vul-
nerable to. attack and injury, that we form close and intense relations,

_ that we are capable of great magnanimity and great Q#helty and selfish-
ness--these facts are the basis for our understanding one another,‘even

¥+ 8

though thexe is no neutral way of understanding them. We-need C% heed:
the wisdom in this remark of Wittgenstein s, and apply i@heven more widely

* Suppose you came as an explorer into an unknown country with
a language quite strange to you. In what circumstances would
you say that the people there gave orders, understood them, .-
obeyed them, rebelled against them, and so on? - )
The common behaviour of mankind is the system of reference
by means of which we interpret an unknown language.16

We ‘can, if we are careful, speak of what that behaviour manifests:

- ...behind all the relativities of language and convention
there is a common . -trait which is no longer language but
* which looks to an ever-possible verbalization, and for
which the well tried word ' reason is, perhaps, not the
worst. .

This does not mean that reason is conceptually neutral except in, the 41
limited ‘sense that we ‘cannot set boundaries to our understanding in the

AR 4

way the harﬁ>perspectiv13t would -have.

We can express everything in words and can try to coge

agreement abm everything, R,
That—we are limited by our finitude.and that only a

>

¢

r‘}
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infinite conversation could entirely realize thie pretention ‘
is, of course,. true,18 X o , .~ .

"My view allows that any steteinent of ob,gectives is relntive to nn L

understanding, and that a- superior underetanding may’ reject: or. refine the
- 'objectives of an inferior one. The process of showing which 41: mﬁqriot .
"is.the dialogue disousoed ﬂl»chapter Two., It will not, in 3enerel ‘bg‘ e

possible to perform a reduction. of religion into other ‘terms, whe ﬁ_‘ 1) f" o
science, or. ethics, or anything else, Ways of speaking which are 1
cally distinct may, of course,\_ cease to be 8o in the future, and may. be?’;w
"absorbed" into one another. But should . this happen it wi!l :I.nvolv! '
real changes’ in our thinking and acting ab well logical changes in the :;
nature of our objectives, and we cnnnot predict such chnnges. ;
“Science" will never absorb "religid\" precisely be qse ﬁor this

-

»

5

- to happen both would have to become what they sre not now. 1) this 1

agree with Phillips.]_'g, This QOes not’ lead to religion bein&

 from certain aspects of human life. it is, T think, quite right to re- _
_ cognize that a religion such as Christianity has something to say about the
~human situation, and if a philosophicel accoﬂnt denies. this it falsifies

the nature of ”religious belief. My account of logicel independence 1n

. ‘terms of objectives does not lead to such consequences since it is the

objectives of a given speech-act, 4and not its subject mtter. that are o

' logically independent. This sinply .means that when the devout Christian

physicist ‘says that God created the world he 1s not offering a theory
which could compete with, say, the big bang theory. 'ralk of God's: crea.-
tion neither directly coupetes with ‘nor completes 5 *physical ena‘l.ysis,
‘but is.a ‘move to a ‘different logical plane. q BN SR

In general then, there is no answer possible to the wosry as to " .

’whether we get agide "too mnch" to n,given rcligion in.a 31ven inatsnce. ~
- We- must examine the gramer of our discourse and see. Bach new candidete. ‘
 for Ttoo much" cans for a d.ecision on onr part in the *light of ﬁhat else -
we know and believe, and no eternal ctiteria can be eatablishcd. % General

’,;categories such ns “religion" anﬁ “science“ are not very usefni‘ nt the

)
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FOOTNOTES FOR CHAPTER THREE

L. Wittgenstein, g;; 1, 564;

, PI, 1, 497,

I owe this amalogy to Professor Roger Shiner,

With the exception of Relation # these are "logically pure', not
to say extreme, positions; most real accounts are: mixtures of
elements from two or three relations, But this does not make
these relations usgeless in clarifying certain positions, for
they remain quite applicable to cases.

D.Z. Phillips, ed,, Religion and Understandigg (hereafter R&U),

Blackwell's, Oxford}.'1967, p.196. F

Peter Winch "Understanding a PrimitiiiFSociety" in-R&U;-p.SS.
v "‘j .
in R&U, p.35. The word ”cﬁntingencies" might be seen

<

by some theologians as contentious, but all Winch needs, I 7"< - -

think, is the limited Robbie Burns sense in which our best L

laid plans can b3 upset by circumstance. \

- ad
-

« , R&U, p. 35 : A‘ - ‘ .‘ .

ittgenstein, PI, 1, 531 2,

1 owe this metaphor, and a good deal else in. coming to see the

importance and applicability of teleological analysis, to
Professor Richard Bosley. )

This picture is somewhat diﬁferent from certain once fashionable :
views of "ordinary language", views which treat a certain sort

“of -speech (often "object language') as somehow either prior
to or paradigmatic for other uses and other contexts. - There
is no. language-gameJcalled "ordinary language" which is impor-
tantly distinct from other kinds. Nor is there, as Ramsey .
seems to have assumed, a basic game called "object language'.
Rather, there ate. on!§‘certain common notions (in both its
usual senses) which, when compared with. very higply developed -

discourse such as that of physics, look vague/and ordinary. _"
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The picture of the 'special" discourses as based on "stretched
“meaning" from ordinary language is not useless, but it can be
very- misleading if it is taken to imply that we ever spoke -
Just "ordinary language' in such a way that it could become a
test for the meaningfulness of other discourses. It does not
follow from the fact that at one time there was no such thing
.. as physics that what there was Yordinary language", and 1 take
it that Wittgenstein's arguments at 1-38 of the Philosophical
\Investigations have debunked "object language™. On the Venn
f? diagram "ordinary language' is not ong, of -the main circles,
"but a certain sort of use of what lies in the areas of over-
lap. There is no Ordinary Language Building in the city, and -
it was not the first building there, since démolished. Even
so-céﬁled "primitive" pebples exhibit great variety in.their
use of language., = *i&~ “ ; , \

o
:

ll. L. Wittgenstein, Zettel #358.

“13. - , Zettel, #320 o ‘ S

o 14, Alan Keightley, WGG, p.68. The assumption that one can very pro--
' fitably speak of a mode of discourse which deals with matters
of fact is, I think, a hangover from positivism: I will dis-

cugs this more fully ‘when I discuss in what sense God is "other"
than a human product. in Chapter Four. ’ '

15. P.2Z. Phillips, RWE, p 148
16. L. Wittgenstein, PI, 1, 206. 1In "Understanding a Primitive Society"
S . Peter Winch makes a similar point by talking about such- Immense-
1+, "1y important facts of human existence as copulation, birth, and
death as in some sehse "limiting concepts", as things which
'no-language-~no human language--could fail to have éﬁheepts
for, and which are essential to the "open~texture" of human
communication. This is very much related to Wittgenstein's
"agreement in. judgements" and his idea that philosophy is
remarks on our "natural history" -

17. | Hans‘Georg Gadamer, Truth and Method (hereafter T&M), Barden;&'
Cumming trans., SeabuYy, New York, 1975, P. 496 ‘

‘

18, T&M, p.422,

19; D, Z. Phillips, CofP, p.26 nif there were a union of religions N
.this’ would be because of changes within the religions united."



) , CHAPTER FOUR
. I9 GOD A LANGUAGE-GAME? .

True and substantial wisdom principally consists of two'parts,
the knowledge of God and the knowledge of ourselves. But,
while these two branches of knowledge are intimately connected, .

which of them precedes the other is not easy to discover. =
. --John)Calvin

(i) The otherness of God
One of -the most common criticisms levelled at D.Z, Phillips' ac-

count of religious language is that it leads to religion being cut off
from the rest of life. *.I have denied that this criticism is valid as
u7regards what Iﬂseid in Chapter Three, and\we need to see how much there

'is in it with respect to Phillips' views, 1 believe that much of the

‘ criticism that has been directed at Phillips is misguided but . gggt cri-
tics have rightly sensed something wrong with his account. They have,
_ too often, misidentified_what that something is, and I hope I can do
something in this chapter towards reCtifying this situation.

_ I.want to discuss in what sense God can be said to be "other"

for Phillips has said ﬁome very interesting things about ‘this, The-Bible
makes much of the fact that God's ways are not.our ways, that He is Holy,
and not to be compared with His creatures, I speak of God's etherness
rather than His existence because it is well- nigh impossible for us to
"hear any ‘claim of existence as other than a scientific, empirical claim,
The major issue to be discussed as between Phillips and me is what the
appropriate contrast to "empirical" might be. This. will involve some
discussion of the philosophical term "reference" since Phillips uses that
‘tern to distinguish religion from any and all empirical investigation.'

I will argue tbet he need not"do this, and.that he. ought uot to have used

67
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this notion to begin with for it is what leads him to a view of religion
as cut off from certain areas of human life. An advantage that a teleo—l
logical account possesses here is that it requires one to be aomewhat |
specific about objectives, and this seems to me a better way of getting
at logical differences than using such broedinotions as "fact-stating"
and "reference'. I hope to give some good reasons for .thinking that such

tools are too imprecise to reveal the important differences between re-

_ ligious clqims and other kinds, and they tend to give us a false impres-

, -

sion of what the belieVer'e faith amounts to. -
God's'otherness is closely related to his existence -as a phil-so-

phical issue. Phillips says that 'the phiIOBOpher wants to_know what is

meant by 'real' ('exists') in the statement 'God is real (exists)'"

We have already seen-what Phillips has to say about the tendency to com-

' _ire the existence of God to that of a physical object. But we have a

irly clear idea of how physical objects are "other" to us: they are .
relatively enduring, are made up of certain sorts of combinations of
atoms, can be seen, touched, heard, tasted etc. If God is not other in
this sense, thenrwﬁht sort of othernese does he_ posgess? Bpy

We have also seen that religious beliefs have a different grampar
from empirical ‘propositions, and this means that . the criteria for the
ttuth of religious statements are different from that of empirical claims

- and that different consequences follow upon such”’ truth | being accepted
' In Phillips' words,"to ask whether God exists is not to ask a theoretical

question. If it is to mean anything at all, it is to wonder about prais-
ing and praying, it is to wonder whether there is anything in all that", 2
In the context of a discussion of prayer Phillips has said that "...a

conviction that one is talking to oneself is the death of prayer" 3 hence

the believa; must believe that’ God is other ‘than himself in some sense,
This is what. has led philosophers to suppose that one must verify whether .

or not God is reallx other than a believer 8 projectian. According to

Phillips, Ythe philosOpher isoguilty of deep misunderstanding if he thinktji;

_ that his task in discuasing prayer is to try to determine whether contact
18 made with God; to understend prayer is to understand what it is to

o
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talk to God".  What Phillips wants to oppose is the picture which leaves

as the only alternatives that either one 1s talking to someone or some-
thing "out there", or one is talking to oneself

Many people feel that unless prayer is talking to someone
"out there'", who is '"there" in a quasi-physical sense,
prayer becomes little more than psychological phenomenon
in th& person who prays,...But...this objection is based
on the hankering after the old spatial model, in terms of
~ which God's reality is likened to the externality of ‘the
- planets.

Both Phillips and I hold that this is a category mistake, for God is not
an object, nor even an existent among existents, according to Christian
theology.6 (It is not clear who ever held "the old spatial model" and
Phillips nowhere considers the possibility that such talk is metaphor

-

for otherness ) ‘
But if God is not spatially external one must still account for

the fact that the believer "...contemplates something other than him-
self", 7 But "other" in what sense? /z;d how is such "otherness“ related
to how things are? 1Is the bah&ever deluded? Or is "God"-talk a convo-
luted way of referring to the same old physical . world we a11 know? I
want to approach/these issues by tontrasting Phillips views with those
of certain other theologians and. philosophers who make no general philo-
sophical claims to be working outside the categories of fact (empirical
‘claim) and human value (attitude or interpretation).‘ 1 believe that
Phillips is most often misread'by such people and that there are p03814
bilities in'his account which eveneée'has failed to rec6§nize and develop.-
I hope to show this in the temainder of this chapter. ‘ o

In a Royal Institute of Philosophy symposium at Lancaster in 1975
Phillips and Richard Swinburne read papers on - "The Problem of Evil", I
8 here the specific issues raised in those papers.

look at some remarks made by chairman of that sym-

: do—not want to

Rather, I want
posium, ‘John Hick, who characterized the difference tween Phillips'

position and- Swinburne 8 neo-Irenaen theodicy as’ fol T

Thus far . the difference between- them.might seem to be that S
while they agree as to the reality both of evil and”0f God, = -
Swinburne thinks that it is and Phillips that it is not ‘pos-

3



1f I may paraphras Hick, he thinks that Phillips‘ position amount:sto
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o
- sible, to show the compatibility between them. -But I fancy
’ their difference is really much deeper than this. For read-
ing Phillips' paper in the light of his ogther writings, I
take it that he denies the existence of an all-powerful and
limitlessly loving God. I take it, that i3, that he denies
that in addition to all the many human consciousnesses there
is another consciousness which is the consciousness of God,
and that this God is the creator of the universe....I take )
it that he rejects this belief as a crude misunderstanding’
of religious language and holds that, rightly understood,
he existence of God" consists of man's use of theistic
‘language within the context of a pattern of religious life.
«ise.If there is no God--except as a thought in men's minds,
a concept operating within our theistic anguage--then ghe i
destructive power of suffering is just a dreadful fact,”

the claim that "God is a language-game" .Phillips response to these

k Q

remarks of Hick mérit study. - T
Phillips says that whst he denies is that the "existence of an

all-powerful’ ond limitlessly lov$ng God" should be elucidated in terms

of "another consciousness" "...iﬁ‘additipn to all the many human con-

.. sciousnésses’. | ;hgt, he says, ie a philosopher 8 gloss, and a grossly
' misleading one, on the nature of religious belief 9‘ God is neither an

"additiopnal conscibusness" nor "a- thought in men's minds", and Eick'

‘putting the issue this way betrays deep misunderstanding--it calls in

question whether he speaks of the Christian God. This is closely related

to Phillips claiu‘that the categories of 'empirical proposition“ and "{"
"human attitude" are inade&uate to desl with religious beliefs.10 It

"does not follow, he says, from a denial that religious beliefs are. em- .
~pirica1 hypotheses that they sre therefore v, ..human ettitudes, values

conferred, as it. were, by individuals on the world around them", 11 And

. here we ‘touch ‘the : erux., of the problem. surely the believer holds that
_- God's reslity is iodependent of his thoughts and beliefs. -Phillips ad-
ﬁ”suts this but he also 8ays that this is not the independence of a separ- .
s"ate biography.l2 Bick,,it seems, reads ;géovns a denial thst God is
;,anythi;;’other than | vhat is said and done b;ﬂbelievbrs, a kind *of reli-
;AvVT gioua fictiOn._ Phillips certainly fosters such a reeding when he applies
if'to thi? kind of .case the Vittgensteinian insight that the meaning of a.
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word is not a subjective matter but is‘public._nThié.mekes‘ic look as
though he denies subjectivity on the part of Ehé'indiﬁidual believer

‘only to replace’it with a kind of "objectivity"'possessed by the lan- "

guage-game which leaves it, as it were, floating and ‘out of touch with '
any enduringly other than human reality. At least this ‘is how Hick reads’

him. . | .

‘On Phillips' account hope remains a mejor.chrietiaq_virtue but,

...the believer's hope is not hope for anything, moral improve-
" ment, for exampley since he has already recognized that there
.18 no hope of that, It is simply hope, hope in the sense of

the ability ta live with himself, ' But this ability is not the
result of endeavour but of contemplation...(it) is given by
God as the result of, or as the answer to, e certain kind of
‘contemplation of one's own life, and of one's relationhhipa
with other geople. It is in this sense that a man's hope 18 not

in himself,

But, according to Phillips, no. 1ndividual could give 1n this way, hencee':
"God" is not the name of an individual;. "...it does not refhr to any-

thing" 14 ‘Rather, religious discourse is: "expressive" It is far frome

clear to me what a tetm like "individual" means all by 1tse1f and what'

Phillips means to deny here. Since he hes put the iasue in term of the
“notion of reference, and contrasted this with vhat 18 “exprensive" it _'
is to the issue of reference I now turn.l : ‘l'

In his book Philosgphy and the Hirror of Nature Richard RorCy die-
, tinguishes twosensdst& the word "refet" which are often conflated in -

phiﬁosoPhical discuasion..

The - term caq‘mean either (a) a factual relation which holda' ,

between an: exbresaion and some other portion of reality. whether
. anybody: know# it holds or not, or (b) a purely" Y{ntentional" o
" relation which can hold between an expression and & non-exis- 15

‘tent. object.‘ Call-one "reference" and. the other. "talking,about"

_f On this analysis we can "talk about" Sherlock Holmes—but—we cannot refer
- to him, while. we can both "refer to" od "calk abont" 31: Arthur Conan
Doyle. - What wov.gd rhnnps say to chis% Hhich senee, if either, does

he ‘mean to deny with respe%f to "God"? He would certainly deny that the ‘
term “God" fefers in sense (a) because God 1is not a\"portion of. teality" L

' "Beople who aek, 'But does the picture or belief...refer to anything?'

-* .9 \'
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want to be shown what: the picture picturea. But if this could be done

it would not be the une kind of picture."_lé_ But 1f there is no oint

in agking whether the picture referc is there point in denying it
Phillips opt' for only xsense (b) of "reference"? ‘ '
The nnswer 15 far from clear because Phillips devotes \nex' to no

" time: spelling out whnt he understanda "reference%: to mean,, If h# holds

thnt one can "talk nbout" God in sense (b) whiﬁ" also denying thht the
word refers in senee (n), and does ot give us any other sense. W’f "re- .

' fer", théh he can: rightly be called an atheist. God joins Sherlock Holmes

{,in being classified as a fiction. Alnn Keightley hns put the point in

"wfol‘lowiug way: "Phillipe is an ntheist in the sense that hic analyses

ny a concept of 'Goa' which: inclndes the idea that 'God' refers to
sanething which is wthfre' whexher people ,believe in him or not“ 17" '
Stuart Brown has mde a similar point 4in sayins thnt for Phillips (and "
Vinch) religiona claimc are not "imperaomlly t:rue" in the wcy in which
scientific clnina are. Phillips hinself puta the point, if\ it is the

" same point, in a somewhct different wcy.- He ‘says that he denies both -

"theoreticcl theism" and "theoreticnl atheitm" a8 bnd philosophy., But ’ o
 the believer saye that he 18 judmd by ae who ic other thcn lny aort of .

humen product, who - 1is other thcn Ill cmtion. Phillips seens to straight- o

fomrdly contradict this,- fot a God who is not "there“ whether people

- believe in him or' not unnot be "there" bhen Eetven cnd earth pass. awcy. o

Phillips has, 1 think, been: mislead into denying such a fundamental tenet :

- of the believer ] ﬁith--cll the while cleiming only o deectibe it-- -

_ ."-’ “}jbecause of his use of the notion of reference. Richnrd Rorty is hiﬂy
. ~'critica1 on what he takec to be wittgensteininn groundc, oi the uhole

‘idea of n "the,ory of reference" ) wcm fOt this are t;uite impot- f
e_.tnnt in coming ga nnderct&i{’ Phillips, ‘and in cming to underetsnd thnt
' there nre otherd poenibilitiel in hic position which he could he;e deve-

o -:v-'loped, bnt lns‘, n\oo. s

‘,"
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& . Really talking about X is not the same as talking about a -
“real X, "Really" here is just a matter of "placing" the
relative ignorance of the person being discissed *n the .
context of the relatively greater knowledge claiﬁed by the
speeker 1 w

f; With respect to the existence of God this is the move W ich the reduc-’.
.tionist makes, He says,'"These people think they are talking about a
. transcendent God but they “are. really talking about X"--and a good many .
candidates have been offered as "X". It would be very curious for _
Phillips ta argue thia wny sinoe he has explicitly rejected this sort
T of reductionism.19
| Rorty points out that "...in the sense in which the use of 5pe
term refer is governed by the inference from TN refers and N 48 0' to
LN exists (is not a fiction)' then‘of course one cannot refer to fic- . ~
tions". 7 But he goes on to say the following - - ’

:ﬁﬁ ‘ ees (T) the quest for a theory of referencemrepresents a con~
o fusion between the hopeless "gsemantic" quest for a general
* . . theory of what,people are "really talking about';, and the
equally hopeless "epistemological' quest for a way of re-.
futing the sceptic and’ underwriting our claim to be talking
- about non-fictions....The first demand is, roughly, a demand
"for a decision. procedure for polvingddifficult cases in his-
toriography, anthropological escriptfon, and the like--cases
- where nothing save tact and imaginat@®n will serve. The latter
demand is for some transcendental s¥andpoint outside our pre-
sent set of representations from which we can inspect the re- ‘
lations between those representations and their object. 1 '

If this is at all rigbt, and I think it 1s, it puts Phillips in the cdri-d
S _C8 position of having disavaued the "epistemological" move as a mistake, .
R . yet of using a philosophical notion which presupposes it,- Unless sup-~
' ‘f‘ ed,by some other notion, senses (a) and (b) of “refer" lead ‘oné d
beck to A view of words as namesr 'This is eertainly the way Phillips is.
‘~vread Dby Hick Keightley, et.el., ‘and: thete is much in his work to support
their reading. But I think that there is also another tendency in his®, =
" work, one vhich he himself has failed to realize the depth and importanee
’ -of, would like to approaeh this aspect of his thought by again conr ‘
u/'trasting his views vith thone of another, in this ciio a theolosian who
‘ unnts to-3th deny that God is an exintent inong gxintento and deny the
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o concLusion that God is a lahguage game.

- Bishop John A.T. Robinaon has questioned the need for tnﬁitioﬂal
theistic discourse and %as, like Phillips, been branded an athet$t for h

o his trouble. But Robinson. doee not question the referential nature of

.Christian talk in the way in. wh:lch Phillips does. _He says that

if God-statements are only atatements about man...if...
anguage about God can be tranglafed into language about
man without remainder, then...you ve really given up talking
-about the. reality. for. which the ‘word "God" has traditionnlly ,

v lstood.22 R L

Phillips, of course, would agree that reductionissm of ‘the sort en\iisaged

:;:are is‘*not yalid, just as he would den§' the clgim that de is a laenguage- . o8
game if read as a claim of 1dentity, for believets do not !'telk ab -
themselves (Ruty 8 sense o) when ,they speak of God (.senee (b) a gegan

3
-

But Robinson' goea, on . SRR ,' e %

o

—For is reality has always been ‘seen as that to- which any
human commitment and conce: a3 simply regponsex’ "God" ,
not. refer to the conmitment but - aomet,hing that hits you,
méets you, surrounds you with a grace 'and a claim from wvhich -
. you cannot finally get away? J Ly , L
There may be deep differences here, but given that we. 1gnor¥"ref‘e:‘s"',
or read it in some way; other than, Rorty's sense "(a), Phillips might well

assent to this, too. The issue is what one is responding to. Robinson

goes on: 5 R IR -
Consider these typ:lcal religious statements: } : . '
Thus. saith’ the- Lord" ' _» ' ~

“Abba, Father" v
"Herein is love, not that we loved God but that He fi,rst

oved us"

se are not simply statemehts about humn ett:ltudes, gh“\
whi ‘

are responses to how. things are seen to be, to that in
human- 1ife is gtounded--viewed not simply as an impersonal =
regularity but as claiming one in freedom and responsibility,

- ndt simply as an "It" -but as a “Thot, It is this, as the .
nl*timte truth about :ea].tty, ‘that pod-language is affirming. ST

nobinson seems to- th:l.nk that e:lthet Chriﬂianity talks about the other
. than hmnn in sonething very. iike a referentul way or 1t can be reduced RN
o to humn atﬁtﬂdea and r.alk about lmmir lﬁings* to thu -axtent he stando
'- vith Hick: nnd he cnd l‘hilllps ptu ench otber by. '!he queetion is vhether
he touchec eouthtng very deep in chri-tnnity :I.n holdi’.nc thi.e, or whether

\
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“wh ' ‘
Phillips\ talk about: r@ligion egpregsigg something (humsn attitudes?)

is closer to. the mark. -«,».\U*

. Philfip% implied that the philbsophical task is to explain
the origin of religious concepts A )
'\
Difficult though it undoubtedlf*is, the
precisely ‘that.of/ trying to reveal ‘the War of religious 5 .
teltefs in relationto the human phenomena of,Qﬁieh they . L
§ grow...we ggst ask what'worshipping an eternﬁ‘,Ghﬁﬂmegnsiin <
_the way of life .in whioh,it.has its. 11fa.23.,:m?v PN g e

&

_sk facing ‘s s .

_ But it 4s crucial whether one describes thes E "human pbenoﬁpéry in re-’

rigious terms or-some otherd- and even this often 2 matoer of degree.

iraditiqnally theologians and philosophersghsye spoken ofkmretigifus
éiperience" as something particular and peculﬁar. Ramsey's q&sglosures
were very much akin to other offered e;%eriences of this sort.. Phillips,

in’ g A ./n it -they are a rejponse
to the fact that the worl¢ is, bu® say nothing of how it is. Thex do "
notgggfer, but are expressive. In so far as nhose who" speaﬁbg “reli-L

. gious experience" have sought a ground or,justification for- religious '

belief and language in the purity of "direct" experience Phillips is

- right to. ‘oppose. them. But is this all they have dohe? Robinson again

&

. dilenma either religion nnst give up s"

.«.to beliéve in God is to affirm that aﬁ e hehrt of things,_ i\
/f ‘as the most real thing in the world, is a love and’a purpdse . o
to which persons and personal relations are so far, ‘the. hig%est

response. This is the way the grain of tﬁe universe rnns.

This seems to put religion and science right back ‘into competition, and
talk of the “"most real thing in the world" sounds decidedly Platonic,
Still it is- important in the traditidh* and we. must remain.o R to- theh ,ﬁ
,possibility ehst Robinson is not expressing his point'weiﬂvh ntfthat he:"
,is on to something. As Norman Kemp-Smith has i ointed out, "...by the
Divine we must, at¢1east, mear shat upon which all things reet" 25 ‘If_.
there are other. possib ities forwan account of religious discourse it f;i*'
seems that they might be Opened through a consideratibn of’ what Phillips.
could mean by "expressive". Without such new\possibilities we face a '
‘- to speak about "how
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' things are" beyond the human community--must glve up any hint of refer-
ence’ (sense (a)) for Jthe tertb"God"--or 4t must once again be. offered »

f'. as in direct competitiqn with, sci}ntific. lpories. .

The conseguencesng’f choosing thé" second horn of t:his dilems are, - -
1 think, ‘well known, Phi!lips has not J.,.;‘ gerribly fortﬁright

. about’ t@ consequences of adop;ing ‘ oo oﬁten he hss
fallen back on Wit&.gen@ﬁein s remark tHaf..

! sOpher "leaves every-

: thing as it ig" as protectfan. But his accoutt da. - o g"v»'u
'...has ﬁp‘iications not only.‘.or wl;at philo&oPhers and theo‘io- .
Bl slans ‘tmve .said at.a second 'order\ﬁbout the grammar of fiﬁt“ ' -

: %r rebigious language, dut also about the legels of ‘authen-
and. fnauthentic religion,. in the scrgﬁres -amd traditfdn
itsel“f 26 e

: ‘ “ .
Witness t Paul'k ditatzions upon the Resurrection, 6h:l.ch include the
meg 4 ) } ) [

follqwing‘ o S VoL -
\ . .- If Christ has not be@n raised _your faith is futile sﬁd you @
& are 8till in your sins. : Then those who chave fallen asleep :

- _have perished. If for this life Lad have hoped in Christ

. We-are of all men to ‘be most pitie L. N
‘2 o . - . ) . .
Peillipao-glosseahis by saying . - Ty ' S :

: , St; Paul ,c,onnects t:he possib‘ility of resurrection with dying
':. daily. ChristiaMity’ has, at its centre, a Cross--a divine )
v -+ .self-renunciation. It is by dying to ‘this world thn@ the .
"+ .- Christian finds"the possibility in Christ of being glorified i
" ‘transformed, raised up.

But this is inadequate, tor Paul :aw an event as implying thst some/thing
else would happen, snd this clearly goes beyond the limits of religion
- which’ Phillips would seem to authorize. It seems that Phillips must be
;prepared to divide the traditiorf itself into firat-order religion and
-second-order ref1ection, forg Psul's remrks are part of the canon. of
- Christianity. q'fhia alone seems good reason to be suspicious of any at-
‘tempt to "seve" religion from science at the . expense of it becoming o~ -
'rels.ted to "how things are". One cannot sweep aside one whole side of SRR
‘ the tradition and still "leave everything ss it is". L
A , ‘" Such bonsiderations hsve led Antony Flew to.: elsim th39 rhinips o
.. has ! ...outlined s religion which is his own, snd superior to most of the""
' competition" 29 but which is not'Chg:\i\stiunity._ 'l'his my be e bit over-'_ o
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-stated. There are‘tertainly precedents in the Chrfstisn tradition for
most of Phillips' claims--St. John of the Cross, Kierkegaard, and Simone
Weil heing his favorites--but even with these thinkers it is not at all »

» clear that they would license the conclusion that God is a language-‘
game (understood as: outlined above). It is time now for me to try, to
spell out what I, think the other pdhsibilities are which, as it.were, E
lie dormant in Phillips work and I Gill attempt this in the next section. *
C(d4). 'l‘he "other" D,Z, Phillls e e o
Can it be that so many have been mipled’ fsupupposing that the - s
Christian speaks of a God who is other in‘something Tike-a .referential §P

way? -The theologian Karl Barth speaks of God ag “the Wholly Other",hand

- ve have seeq_that this notion’of otherness is impgrtant in Christian s

»theology "My ﬁays a}-'e not you‘f ways." ‘It is part of the grammar of ) Y
our talk gbout atoms that atoms are nat "part of the language-game" if
that ﬁﬁufﬁblioense either the conclusion that we' can dqbvhat we like

with. atgms, or that ‘atoms do not exist independently of ys. Likewise,
“ the Christiln says that God will exist after heaven and earth have passeggs
avay and that He is beyond human control, “The spirit goeth where it
listeth,' Phillips has not ‘.ven, at least on the dominant reading of
his work, an account thats/can allow for the fullness of the Christian ©
conception of Go¢~\~;n this section I want to sketch out a position which
Phillipd’apprduches but never realizes, and which is superior to that so
far discussed as sn account.of Christian grammar, 5nd more in line with

~ our intuitions sbout what the believer claims, ' - ,\ -

8

T " We haVe seen that Phillips contrasts the noti&ns of referench and

expression, and that the notion of reference is a term of philosophicaP’
-art-in tension with much else of what Phillips says. We have an immediate
tendency to read the contrast between reference and expression ag based'
on’ the distinction between faot and value, and as placing religious be-
lief in the- latter category. Facts are what is’ "really there“ values_'
"are our respogses to what is-really there. _But ‘we have also seen qhat'
Phillips wishes to deny.that these aré the only available Ehtegorfés. o
He offers us no- others, and thst is a. real weakness in his work.' But '

. -
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it does seem that he glimppes, however dimly, other possibilities. Wit-

ness the. foé.lwing - » .
_ : Sinc¢ ‘God is in fact not seen, and since anything that is in '
. : fadibeen cannot be God,: belief in God cannot be what Pt -
' _app s to be. This srgtmxen,t" ‘handed down'in Hume's legacy, ,
\ . . .- 18 not, however, the only possicp,ility....ile have argued for -
> g " other possibilities. ‘When' these’ are recognized we see that
‘ © .religious expressions...sre not referring expressions, These
£ ‘activities are expressive in character, snd what they express
o is called the worship of God.3° - , - -
N ) Thi;s 'is curious since Phillips is most often read as srguing with Hume . '
e . ¢God is not in fact seen, and since anythilm $een could not be God, '
Y 'wf in God cannot be A 1€ h rs to be (referential) “but is some-
] : thiﬁg else 4expr§asive) wkﬂloes illips reject this: argument if ‘he & v
f e "means to .uge it to ihaw that God is a lan&‘ﬁe-gge? He‘ is not- obvjous-, “
| ly consistent here. . v , RIS 5 .
= , Renford Bambrough has said that _ , T : . \ .
...to suppose that all theology...must be elucid‘ktion of .
' “internal properties. ("grammr") if 1t 18 not to be under-
stood as the devising and gest of hypotheses, is to.
. .. 'play into the hands af positivism, Wittgenstein himself
w made no such mistske.gl ,
&%‘W . |
... This is really a’ worry about how -one applies the notion -of g:l.-ammarm It
. seems that Phillips has tendency ta olaposerr "grammar" and "substantive '
_ " truth" in'a way which Stuart BrdWn has put as fgllows u ceodin holding
» , .
C that ;he rules of grammar are 'srbitrary‘ wittgenstein ms...ruling out

" as nonsensical any cg;str\ftion of them which represented ‘such rules as’

‘ ‘suhstantive truths", But what is inyolved in the notion of "substan-
w ; .r,,.tive truth"? If one includes as "substantive" any claim with a bearing -
ool \on how g%qare then this lead s?t‘tsmo the view thst God is a ;

- flsnguage-game On ‘such a view Phillips' "expréssive" position 18 only - T
Vo - "‘different ftom R, B. Braithwsite 8 brsnd of empiriciﬂm,” wherein religion.' '
e seen as a series, of morel aids, on:the sole point of trenslstability '
' ‘,:into otfher terms '.l'his is incoﬁsistent td.th Phillips criticism of
_ ) 'Brdithwaite as an’ "unconlcious reductionist" fﬁ‘ using’the Humean srgu-
'ment‘quoteﬂ Qbov‘e.% It seems thet at tines Pbﬂlips ‘has.a: tendency to
e _L think of sramticel cl,sﬂss as if they were emlytic snd t'.o presume thst'v

.le .
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only hypotheses can be about how things are, cOntrary to what I have
argued for in Chapter Two. If substantive truths are. trutn! ichwcan

be known, then grammatical claims are not substantive, for &ouht and

- justification are out rof place; there are ‘no tests here dn the way there

are for straightforward factual claims ,aa' I o «a k¢

But.we need tt;fecognize that thégh are man& ways_ theiworld is .;"‘Q,

_ »and xhat evé}y true. description‘cagtures gne of them. A There are also
' many different kinds of factual cIaims,nphysical facts, psychological

N

facts, sociological facts, and even religious facts. Fact-stating is
usffor making out the difterences between

ndﬁ;~l hold, a vety qsefuig
these sqrts of discourﬂé :

we'follow Brown,and caltcgrammatical claims

true and false, remembering that the boundiggzﬁabetween the- Tactuel and

) the germatical ‘a¥é not élvays sharp and constantly change, we will not

still it is not so in such a’ way that allows or requires direct compari-

see grammar as cut off from the world. 1f grammar is part of "our thoughtﬂ,

th something which is not “our thought" But neither does this
lead t "idealism". It is a serious error to conceive ofrgrammar‘and

grammatival" claims in Kantfan terms, 1n terms. of the andlytic and syn-

thetic. . T - . :
The n?tion of reference is a complex one, : and we' have seen thEBJ

‘neither'of the - senses of the term which Rorty identifies is very helpful

in dealing with an ‘issue like the othersd oﬁ;§Sd.; It may be that these
1

two senaes of "reference" presuppose the ‘falt/walue diqhotomy ‘and the
oorrespondenoe theory of truth,” I. do not know. But,ue can see that ?‘

Phillips{Q wa;nings about God 8 otherness no; being like that of a physi-

-

P

' _'cnl objectéQ dre oﬁesided It is like’ tﬁ.m 'tome -ways, for the believer

Ny 'holds that God is ag out of our ‘control, as. li;tle a projection of our.
: ”wishes as any‘physical object--indeed, more so. But there are also im-
,portant differences% and thﬁse Phillips hes pointed out..‘Christinn

o claims do not g&t the cetegories which phiIosogPers qut to impose upon

them, and this is part’ of why one. must "converted "born.anew". one

" must learn to understand and appreciate a kindxof thinking which takes ,

place in categories quite different from those one is used to. To this

Ze 3
L o
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g extent religious conversions arensn i\ssué of the mind. That they are

<sngry furrows in the face".
' ths.t the Prophet delivers the w' d .of. God, and it may csu,se us to see

‘cases of supposed- "word mgic'

. 'canbe 80 y thst he is s
. 1f there 1& more gold in the Wittgensteini%n lode than he has; mined his
excsvations have n:sde it easier for us latecomers th.sn it might have

~ been otherwise.

1,
i ¥
.
<

also. a issue of the will sndipssﬂons is cergainl‘y true, but there is

- no gul ere, part of what it mesns to follow God's Willmis to sct, and

mnt to agt, in the senvice ’s}f different aobjectives frcm thoge of "the '
world", .Rhﬂ‘osophy is -an ags, when it decides qn;, these’ objecéives are

incoheren!? hecause theyy do not . follov the, logic of its cstegories. 'l'his

1¢ ,.-A 1£°we qutf«td“réjecﬁ a Certain wsy ‘of seeing thinﬁs ve

' faponsibly do so . 90, the,,basis of sm-sccurate account of its )
oy, hsot by sq&ezing j{ int% our categm:ies and complaining when B
besntf‘it. e 5 C. S S A : SR
A final rema:;k on’ Phillips uSe of 'the’ notion oi "expression"

He contrasts this" With reference which makes it look as if expression
were - the getting out ‘of something ing;rnsl rsther than the pointing to
something external., We inmediately redd this in terms of a contrast
between fact and value, But it may be that he has in mi&‘.d.,ﬁ uee of - ‘lgx-

pression;" which ‘goes back to the rhetorical tracﬂtion, one which i* otu

subjective" in the same way.. Here "...the expression is never merely a

'sign which points bsck to something vel@e, something within, but what is

: expressed is itself present in the expression, eg. anger is present in

36 “This may - shed some, light on how it 1is

in a- new light.‘ But Phillips does nothing
{ such a. use of "expression in,_rmind",\ and we
vsgue\go often.v Still it remaing true that

to ms.ke it clear that he ha

“

.
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CHAPTER FIVE -

| TOWARDS A BETTER UNDERSTANDING | .

® OF RELIGIOUS Dzscounss S S

s It is not onl.y that historical tradition and the natural Order

of life constitute the unity of ‘the world in which we live as
men; the way that we experience one another, the way that we- ..~
experience historical’ traditions, ‘the way that we experience

" the natural' giveness of our existence and of our world, con-
stitutes a truly hermeneutic universe, 4in _Pwhich we are not °
imprisoned, as. 1f behind;insutmountab : barriers, but to

;- which we are. ‘openedi-. . &ns-ceqrg ’ R .

o
4

4

(i) Religious experience a 'conceptions of the world - o

I have- argued . for: an account of religiouudiscourae as gramati-'

 cally different from superficislly similar enterprises “such as science,

p
*.’

ethics, and metaphysics, and I have suggested that this difference in

grammr 1s best revealed by a teleological analysis of religious lsnguage. N

A religion such as’ Christianity is a concept:l.on of. the world but not in
the way a cosmology or physics is. Neither R it &r y a\matter of :
"human attitude".'..- I havs not. described the Christian or Biblical- con\:ep-

\'.

'

.tion of the ‘world in any detail but I have tried to give :nough theola L )

ogy “to make clear whet'e I stand on some particular issues. My main ton-“'v )

- cern has been with’ the very general questions "What kind of claims are

-0

religious claiﬂ?" " n%’liow are religious clsims related to both other Ve
cls,ims and the worrld?"'t I-do not belie\f& I have Jaid sll that is impor-4'._‘5,,
' ',"tsnt on these issues, and" for this work to be really sdequate to its : *"‘

task I would have had to discuss a great msny more exsmples in nuch more
detail, S T e S e e

_ I have not argued for the thesis that sqience .and religion are 7.
perfectly compstible, but for the more limited thesis that they are. dis- K

,
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Chnct species of speech-sct and. schiewreaent the scientist L scien-
. tist neither contradicts nor supports in. any direct way the beliefs of
_ ‘the believer, nor do the believer 8 clsims cémplete or compéte with thm
,_of the scientist. There can certsinly be conflict between scientific
snd religious considerstions as to whether a, givzsn sct ought to be pere
fOrmed and such conflict hss to do with concept,ions o£ what the good&

in human life amounts to., :

The history. of Christian reusious thought Yk been. slosely con-

. nected -with thst of Western philosophy for nearl?.,nrf thousand yesra. B
i \ .
REREE The picture vhich we all receiVe schdol of »“*f Rha {0
. e ﬁ} < T
from superstition and religion, ‘ drsmstic&lly\ op

, B )~
I dogma, is not ‘all wrong. But lthe men of ‘the" sixfeel\i 3 ) Lo
| xnerel_y find science and nurse it to heelth they credted it, too. . Qt 3

!

h rsther,g \T:he ‘practice’ of scientific enquiry was the pursuit of new en%is,». S

and “the - use of'mew means. In pursuing these ends sbienceiwe a 1631_- ‘ ' .

cally new enterprise, a breek with t:he ways of sstrol‘bgy ‘n'lehemy'“- :
. N There is a conception of the world embedded in the agscti)ce of scien
as. well as its results. Much -of the phileophy of the fifteenth and: |
)‘ %ixteenth centuries is spo‘l*e fcs for the ways, of - science, for methods
- of qusﬁtificstion and explsnstion whictl’ were 4 to 'rest on sn eJ:so-
lute snd exclusive epistemologicsl division between fsct lnd velue. ) On
: thsse terms religious doctrinsl clsims hsve increasingly been seen as-
..._v"“"'."i,{diff r nt from fsctusl clsims snd, theregre, es velues which sre purely
“" hmna a not "sbout hovhthings ere"." I have srguetg thst. this picture
is too-_‘ simple, hnd that not sll clsims ere either fsctusl or. nebulously

‘ﬂ'{ -

B

;,'.
.
’

belief vis: .relsted to- experience - e;:iously. 'rhe very my he puts it,

lan Remsey, ss ve heve en, htll»tes the question of how religicus A 2
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i 777 in so far as Ramsey take: "disclosnres“ to be such experieucu bie is |
mistaken, Disclosur‘es, too, ‘must be tested. : L ' : .. \’l

This is not to. deny that religious beliefe are. depen&ent upon

o 'experience, for without the pnrticular and peculint experiem:es of the

Co ~ " Prophets, Patrierchs, and great mystica the® Chriethn.faith vould not '
'be what it is. Phillipg apuks of religibﬂ "determinins" how thinge

- are for the bellever, but this can be seriously misledding 1£ 3k n means

that experienee is irrelevant. S ﬁ,‘ ‘ i

-~ It would be totally abstuct to cpnsider that it vas; not
» through and in'the concrete expéx:iencu of our . human e:il- ’

’.'.‘

e

. ' _tence, in domination and in votf; 'end%lg (inwhngueg L
Cub LT v - . ghat ourshuman uriderstanding of outselves, our-gvalus m; .
- S  our convergation with-ourselves, £iod. thelr fulfillment

' . and their. critica;l functiop. ‘. @. N yf“ R
_ N RIS

'One would’ went to edmit rather. that evevy linguiatic e!-f ‘VI ;
,  perience of the world 1s. experience 9£ the world not o
C .experience of "lnnguage. "3 , ,/

The idealist overt:ones 4in Phillips mnst/be resiste&and tejected.__ Lilce-' .
g . wise, we need to purge the word "wpvld" 'of certain overtones which re- o« ,
‘main from empiricism, and we cenAdo this through the sett of philosophi- e
cal critique. of juatifiuti@n vhich YBwit:tgemet:ein h-s provisled i.ﬁ the _,|
Private lansuase arsument aﬁd in his crit:.ttme of doubr; ln On. Ceru %5
_A very full discussion o’f‘ these issuea 18 well outside the province o‘f
o this_ thesis, and my. remarke on- these mtters heve necesutily ‘been.’ bti"'"
~ Lo \.and sumary. . Still, I hope I have made -cleat just how it is that qu :
T T _with and diffet from Axer, rhuﬁips, lesey, and Brown, =,
' It is clear that Ayer thinks that all assertions“'. st

.

are) _f by an inferential chain. .
that' 10ne should be grouuds for auspicion.ofiye_

*.‘;eemon dn\f'
ptinul,\m 10" thlt ny. T

SCE
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, ’3 i‘—*“ It: h not clur vhethcr a:‘ not Inn hnsay s "dhcloaurea" are an

;; s atunpt to find r.he una uott: of justification thit Ayer wvas aftet. B:lo

o quut for an enp:l.tical anchou’ ef" makes. ue look to "d;l.ract" "nonlin- '_

= guhtlc'! eixperience, but ba - o pt ‘have meant this at all. He nouhei‘o @
3 .:spenks. of w.nc:o" > An_d hu di.lcmion of modals and’ qdnli.ﬂqu is .i_ |

) "‘ ,aﬁmmung, Af mmplm. =in‘£act:, "fnccnpleu" ts rqauy uy judge~ Sl

"*"'?#*nf-" of mr.-m 1€ 9w bapd . to know what to-make of much that'be says. ',
‘ "rcan’ b Te h 'q t%ti’f iﬁd" qpﬂ:e Nefnl],y, nt: lenat as fa: .
u recogniung .that nligim Are very nuch tehted tc‘he genenl 1‘---“ T :
| lue of im ond ought' to live in° purluih of & good and el pife. But: ia- ;
R l"l'-“ { Buuy lui.-ilatu the - t:crn "Godf\ff;‘ o apccnl,ucive netaphyn&lés o
- md s uurti.m fbout cud as Anpit-expllution&;}u is mug&mea.

e . ' uiy ‘bot utionnli-u and emp;lr'icj.am .

:led to aketch out. t:h‘é';baw—%
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fhe assumption that feligious beliefs stand in need of external justi-
fication'has plagued mﬁch philosophy of religion, as has the further
assumption that such justification should consist of empirical evidence"
or of deductive "proof'", I have argued agﬁinst both these ‘assumptions
in this thesis, but their denial does not lead, as I have tried to show
in my discussion of D.z. Phillips' work, straightaway to the truth. We
need a deeper critique of dur casegories than Phillips provides, as wellv
as a more complete description of our knowledge and language. The aspect
of Phillips' thought which I most éteadfastly want to resist is what I '
have called his '"hard perspeccivism", the view that deep differences in
grammar cannot be rationally discussed. This is related to his belief
that metaphysics 1s impossible because it rests on a mistake. In Bam-
brough's words,

Naked metaphysics is a descriptive account of the nature
and.ultimate justification of kinds of knowledge, but 1t
may be clothed in the fancy dress of paradoxical ontology,
the plain clothes. of linguistic enquiry, or the military
uniform of logic. ' o _
gn denying the possibility of such a descriptive account, and especially
in denying that we can rationally discuss our differences, Phillips isg

making the mistake which Nietzsche described as follows:

" You ask me about the idiosyncracies of philosophers?
...There is their lack of historical sense, their hatred
of even the idea of becomirig....They think they are,
doing a thing honour when they dehistoricize it....

One of the great and often overlooked strengths of Witﬁgenstéin's
epistemology is its historicality. Phillips has "dehistoricized" our
conceptual differences into a picture of radically distinct and incom-
mensurable language-games--perhaps even.against his better judgement:.5
When "frozen" in this way it appears that disputants over a grammatical
issue cannot go on because they lack sufficient common understanéfhg for
argument to proceed., But there remains the possibility of connecting
things in new ways, of drawiné out relations until the other -appreciates
one's point of view and one's objectives in the sense discussed in Chap-v
ter Three. It i{s, so long as we live, always possible to continue a
discussion and in its course to build a common framework and 1ife. This
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will involve comparing and(contrasting objectives, and perhaps the’dé-
veloping of new ones. Gains in understanding come most profoundly when
our cagegories are ;tretched and expanded, and we need to keep our pic-
ture of human knowledge historical and temporal so that we may see the
possibilities for critique anh common ungeratanding.

The fact that it is in the midst of & linguistic world and
through the mediation of an experience pre-formed by language
that we grow up in our workd, does not remove the possibilities
of critique....{(W)hen you take a word in your mouth you must
realize that you have not taken a teol that can be thrown
aside if it won't do the job, but you are fixed in a direction
of thought which comes from afar and stretches beyond you.

But our human experience of the world, for which we rely on
our faculty of judgement, consists precisely in the possibil-
ity of our taking a critical stance with regard to every con-
vention.

The extent to which religiops thought (and here again I have in mind“
Christian thought) is itself critical has been overlooked by philosophers.
The believér claims to have insights into matters of love, loyalty, even
birth and death, insights which justify a different grammar f;om that of
"the world", or common sense. The debate over whether this is so is what
has been called "apologetics" and I do not want to enter such a debate
now. My point is that philosophers who have concentrated on disputes
between scientistsland religious authorities have missed this point pretty
' much altogéther, while certain theologians have stressed it to the point
of denying that Christianity is a religion.7 whether or not they are
right, we need to keep in mind that the yreat figures of a good many re-
ligions are critics of what they sée arovad them, and that such criticism
is a contribution to the ongoing human enterprise of self-examination in
pursuit of the truth and a better life. While it is not enough, it is

a good beginning to see the lopical and historical complexity of these
issues. Only then wili\as_fppreciate

...how unsatisfactory it is to speak of accepting or rejecting
Christianity as a whole, There are too many separate elements
in Christian doctrine, each of which raises too mdny separate
questions, each of which is capable of too many distinguishable
interpretations, for a man to be able to reveal very much of
the nature of his beliefs and allegiences by saying a simple
Yes or a simple No to the superficially simple, single question,

v
.
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"Is Christianity true or false?“.sl p

And this holds, I am sure, for all the other "major" religions as well.

(11) Summary of my position

In this thesis I have attempted to deal ;itﬁ very comp!-x {cerues
in a rather brief way and with a rather broad brush. I realize that
this is dangerous and apt to lead to misunderstanding. I have persevered
in the hope that some benefits may yet arise, not the least of which is
improvement in my own understanding. I will try to put the major planks
of my position into brief, propositional form. .I have argued that: 1)
The question of the existence of God is not an empirical‘matter; 2) That
th- -—-ammar of Christian discourse gbout God is ‘Buch that 1t canﬂot,

‘ wimo- distortion, be forced into the éategoriés of fact or hﬁmnn value;
3) ~pat these categories are inadequate for a philosophical deséription
‘of human language and knowledge, and the notion, taken from Wittgenstein,
that there are "grammdtical remarks'", and that these are not either analy-
tic or synthéfic, is a useful way of introducing broader categories than
those of.fact and value, . |

Other parts of my position I have not had space to argue for to
the extent that I have argued for the above propositions. Nonetheless,
the following theses play an important role in this work: 1) There is no

‘one test for meaning or meaningfulness; 2) There can be no external jus- -
tification of religious beliefs, and the search for some "direct experi-
ence' such that religious beliefs could be inferentially based upon this
is a misunderstanding based on an inadequate epistemology; 3) When reason
is undersgpod in its full breadth and depth it becomes clear that con-
ceptual and grammatical differences, while profound and internally re-
lated to our undérstaﬁding of any matter, are not merely brute and un-
briégeabyg diffetenqes between us, but can be tac;onally discussed; 4)
That 2) and 3) are compatible. In arguing that the ends or objectives
of a given discourse are not fully statable in the terminology or lan-
guage of another discourse I hope that I may have shed some light on how
it is that one~cab, gg£ phiiosopbet, stand back from a linguistic and
social phenomenon aﬁdythéiébf see it better, while not yet standing at
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that Archimedeaﬁ poin: which, from the étandpoint of epistemology, is
sought from the urge to be more than human,

Given that I have supplied no way of 1dent1fy1ng a given claim
as religious other than that its being a speech-act said in pursuit of
religious objectives, is my position not circular? Wwell, it turns out,
I think, that categories such as "religious" and "scientific" are bééed'
on similarities and differences between bart?culai cases, and that these
particular cases are,what we must turn to andveluéidate in order to
achieve deeper understanding. 1 db not care whether a ‘given claim is
Hesignated."religious" or not so long as we appreciate its role in a
given language-game; and that goes for science and ethics as well., This
does not mean that there'are no general truths about given sorts of claims,
but it i a warning against the alf too common philosophical practice ‘of -
treating such general Cruths‘as rigidly literal, as an\all-or-nothing
affair. And this mistake is very much related to an equally common one
of seeing philosophy as a kind of theorizing, a mistake which Wittgen-
stein saw through, as the following attests.

"If you will only shake free from your physiological pre-
judices, you will find nothing queer about the fact that
the glance of the eye can be seen too." For I also say
that 1 see the look that you cast at someone else., And

if someone wanted to correct me and say that I don't really
see it, I should take that for pure stupidity. On the
other hand I have not made any admissions by using that .
manner of speaking, and I should contradict anyone who

told me I saw the glance "just the way" I see the shape

and colour of the eye, - -

For "naive language", that is to" say our naive, normal way
of expressing ourselves, does not contain any theory of
seeing--does not show you a theory but only a ggceg t of
Seeing

Q
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H.G. Gadamer, T&M, p.495.

Renford Bambrough, "Principia Metaphysica", Philosophy, April
1964, p.103. ;

, Ibid., p+103,
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Friedrich Nietzsche, The Twilight bf the Idols, Hollingdale trans.,
Penguin, 1968, p.35.

.Phillips steadfastly denies all such criticism as misunderstanding
and misrepresentation, and he has been both misrepresented and
misunderstood. But he has really almost asked for thig treat-
ment at times, 84ince the vocabulary he uses he almost never |,
explsins or explicates sufficiently. As T have said, it is less
than clear- just what Phillips' position is, and this is a ma jor
flaw after several books and nearly twenty years of, he claims,
maintaining the same stance.

H.G. Gadamer, T&M, pp.495-96.

'~ The concept of & religion which supports this latter view 1is one

which sees religions as a cultural phenomenon which amplifies
and supports the basic values of a given society, Christian-
ity supposedly does not do this, but submits all values to a
radical critique of '"the spirit of the world" which any and
all societies manifest, Kierkegagrd, for instance, has some-
thing like this in mind in his polemics against "Christendom".
He saw the critical aspect of the Gospel as totally lost in a
society which assumed its understanding of Christianity as a
birthright.

Renford Bambrough, Reason, Truth and God Methuen, London, 1969,
p.100.

EN

L. Wittgenstein, Zettel, #223,
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