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The thesis concerns some of th problems associated
with the Justificati'n o; nerigious\lﬁlgrti!'; The first
tha't rd&ﬂéﬁauo Language cannot be ¢

» ~';._mhapter attempts to'sA“

‘ reduoed to aither Ka@statement& .o*@the. mere expression ‘
l - of an attitude to th world Tdideh} thlt religious dds-,g'{

chaimsiAone must distg.}y 6& At least ignore a large part.
of 1t. Following this, we exaﬂn  the problem of Justifying
the truth claims of religious assgrtiOns Little progress’_
has been made in: the arguments between those who accept and
those Who reject the truth of religdous assertions and it

"\ ; is suggested that in many cases. this ?s because ‘the opgon-

i 1

'5\- ents faif ‘to share the same presuppositions necestany for
| the argument of either ﬂglbe conclusive It is argued that.

|
\l
. -gionsdepend foriﬁheir s;gnificance on the acceptance_of a

', number-of "absolute presuppgsitions" or "categorial'principles

i as’ d%fined\by W.H. Walsh.. These are not open to’ Justifica-

in common with all empirical claims, the assertions of reli-

vtion in manner appropgsate to normal assertions, but. :

rather. they themselves form the basis and the framework :
E \Vithin which any such justification can take place
| In order‘ko demonstrate that religious assertions are
n t alone in being dependent on absolute presuppositions.r

| t e second chapter examines some of the issues raised for
\ N . .
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. the Philosophy of Science by T S. Kuhn, especially in his '.;'
il "book ‘The. §tructuro of §cientific Revdﬁutdons I't {s -argued -

that what he spedﬁs of as‘“scientific paradigms" involve\tho\;

 same issues which walsh raises when he spe&ks of ”categoriai,-

. . : r N
# “.'_ . . .-’\
The question now arises as to whether or not there: can

principles“'

ever be“\py meaningfu] discqssion between those who hold to :

different paradigms or sets of absoiute g{esuppositions, or o
‘:whether such a disegreement is necessarily marked by an’
insuperable degree of misunderstanding .In the remainder
. of the thesis it, is argued that there are ways in which one 1;
can proceed from what is’ heid in common with an opponent, to -
A} a degree of understahding which is sufficient for e meaning-
| ful degree of comparisons with one s own position "-From'thisf
A it is. suggested that the dispute between~the re]igious. . o
.believer and the non- -believer need not-be hampered by thdir'
;failure to understand each other's position but that each
- can g?hsp and a¢preciate the opposﬁgg point oft!/ew without
inecessari]y having to -addpt it as his own in order to/do sot'l
N . o i B
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i i apter I vould Tlke ‘to argue, bhisrly, i
follows Aithough 1t has been shown that the languﬁx f;ﬁﬁiiii?

Christian Theism iryvolves the e;pression of attit}

L

“and’ the ethical principies {nctuded in Christian be]ie?\and o

. [ ]

it seems to’ me that the majority of thoughtfu] beliefers holﬁ
that they have goig realan for thinkimg that they are- trué“):
Following this, I would like to examine t?e difficulties«‘
involved.in arguing for these assertions with those who are.

‘\‘ .

“not prepared to believe them. o _ ‘r‘%'. o ,/.
First of all,: then. we must give some attention to -
those views whiﬁ s~ee the statements of Christianit,y as
being empty of any asserti%e contente ~Some phi]osophers
have argued] that the language of Christian belief is in-no
u;y concerned with making any kind of factual clafm either
about the world or the supernaturaJ This kind of theory .,

has resulted from the convictioh that.‘unlike the assertions

t of fcience and of everyday life, ‘those - statements of Chris-

tian be}ief'ﬁhith”app“ar to have a factua1 content. are [’
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iﬂhuﬂe to the kind of tests Yor-truth or falsity which seem
_N‘l”7\ to be ap;lﬁfable to all normal factual claims. It appears
:"‘; to )e\an obvious' ‘and straightforward principle that to
.assert P to be the case is eqqivalent to denying that P is
“-». not the case. K It follows from this that if someone makes
a factual statement he. 1s, at the same time designating a-

_vcertain state of affairs as being imcompatible with 1ts -

truth. If he is unable to .Show us what such 4 state of ‘
'a*fairs uould be, to inforg us of those circumstances which
would be incompatible with his assertion. then it is. diffi->
cute® to accept that a factugl statement has been made at all
"And Aif. there is nothing which a putative assertion denies
then there is nothing which it asserts either and so it is

~

not really an assertion “3 ‘
Are there any circumstances which would falsify what
'we regard as the assertions of Christianity. in this ugy?

B Some philosophers consider that if any of the statementsﬂ

is no state of affairs which could be shown as’ incompatible

ffth their truth and, at hest, it would be unclear what the
. o, f

»

»

of Christian bel;ef are interpreted as fact « statingr there -

T meaning of'theistatements happened to be 4 Where this view

. is accepted, the! significance of: the putative assertions of
.Christianity:is found - “in; reducing them -tq_the statement of
.moral principles and the illustration of these principles .

X ¢:ﬁwR 8- Braithwaite. for example, suggests that'"A religious

assertion, for me, is the assertion of an intention to carry

out a certain behaviour policy; subsumabﬂe under a suffici-‘”

£
(-.3

@
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. ~ent1y genera] principle to be 2 moral one. together with

the implicit or exprcit statement. but not. the assertidh ”

of certain stories.“5 .

A The }hesis of. the reduotion of religious ianguage to
: that of expressin~§a‘mora1 position is un;atisfactory for
"the foliowing reason. -1t wgu]d appear that the beltsvgr o

9
can have no ; Justifif;tion fur the moral attitudes which he .

adopts and that in particuiar. this interpretation of the

| Christian position couid have no rational basis as a belief.
-

- which is heiﬁ However. beiievers evidentiy think that'

they have some rational grounds for beiieving as they do and
that the mora] attitudes which they have follow from what
they ho]d to be true’ about God and .about His abtions in the
world. If, the beifefs which are said to back up the mora]
position can be shown to be meaningiess in the sense that
there is no justification for accepting them, i.e., that
they neither follow from evidence, nor is there any state
of af?airs which they rule out as not being the case, then’
the moral princip]es which were: thought to fo]low from them
stand in need of a- new set of Justifications If- phiio-t
-sophers, suth as Braithwaite, want to argue that there is
. 'no means whereby theo]ogicai discourse can be treated .as the.
«making of meaningful assertions, then they wouid also want
to argue that the believer, as a rationa] person. must -
accept th@t this is so. This means that the be]iever must
be prepared to admit that the system of belief on which he
“based his moraiity is iiiusory Thus"his reasons for

. i
- _ . - 9

-~
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ret%ining Christian morality must now- be non Christian and

as a result. any resemblance between the moral position

*xconvinced of its mefninglessnessn-must be purely fortuitous
The' rationale behind the adoption-of each set. of moral
" . beliefs is comple#ely different and just because they happen

to coincide, does not maké it any the less: artificial to
call them both "thristian". . |

mz Phi1lips takes the view .ti"t it is'a mistaA(e to,
apply the criterion of falsifiability to the statements of
'~Christianity. he meaning of religious statements is not
dependent on the application of some eXternal test but he
 "criteria of meaning in religion must be intrinsic to S:li-'
gion itself." Inm"Religious eliefs and Language Games"6
'Phillips is concerned to demonstrate the viability of thﬁs ‘_
_ view " At the same time. he wants to show that if the mean-
ing of religious statements is only to be found within the
°reference of religious disgghrse\this does not entail that
religious beliefs are "self contained esoteric games v "
| Fhillips thinks that religious beliefs have what he -
-describes as an absolute character" -and he argues forcthis
in two ways 'First he examines the question of the import-_
: ance of religious beliefs, why believers feel that one _ought
to hold thep - -Many people argue that it .must be shown tn
‘be reasonable to believe. but Phillips claims that it is

Cdifficult to understand what is involved in this. The problem

;€ Y o .



is that it is not clear as to the grdunds on which religious
belief should be considered as impartant. In demonstrating
. this. Phillips applies the distinction.,made by wittgenstein.
| between absolute Judgments of/Value and relative judgments - '
- of value. If we accept the importance of religious beliefs
' through 2 "relative judgmeht of value“ we. “believe in God-
————~——because—he—is—the—”ost powerful being" r'"because only

those who believe flourish in the end "7etc.- In other words.

o | religious beliefs ' are ‘seen”as. means for some further end’or
purpose and "the end is all important, the means relatively
unimportant w? ) '

" For Phillips, however, the characterization of relig-
_ tous beliefs as means to ends 1s» not an acceptable account
of their significance for many believers "They would say
that God's divinity cannot be justifned by external considera-
tions. If we see nothing*nn it, there is nothing apart from
it wﬁhch will somehow estaqﬁﬁsh its point “8‘ Instead he
argues that ¢he importggﬁﬁijrf religipus beliefs ‘rests on an

absolute Juggmen_f valdg, When we evaluate something

-

value Judgment we are referring to

_1£flfﬁ Ting certain purposes’, or its import-

‘ "J;%%;rds an end. Thus the same thing could

bewyalue”shighf;lor ‘regarded a§ a. nuisanceﬁ according to .

gthe ends of the person making the evahuation.< It followslﬁr
from thlS that if we know his purposes, we can give a man
reasons f&\‘t king a certain course of action ‘But~"we can-

‘not give a man’ ‘reasons why he should be gbod " Moral judg~-
) — L a
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ments ,of value ‘are absolute in thaé/there are no reasons, for
™ their acceptance which-refer to considerations external to '
them One either sees . the point of an absolute value judg- )
ment or one does not.i In the same, way. the- value of religi‘\

| ous beliefs is not to be justified by externaloreasons.' NIt

" a man urges ?omeone to come” to God and he asks "Hhat if 1

.- don t?" what more is there to say?"9 There 1is 'no way in

‘ N

which we can make him acknowledge his obligations. If we .

. could convince him to believe #rom prudential motives. “he

P Iopl DI

. would not be believing in”ﬁbd“‘*ée would be believing in the.

best thing for himself."'®

_ Thus, reliﬁious values are absolute and‘in the sense
thatsthey contgin their owp Justifications, Phillips argues
further that it is only this absolute character.of religious
beliefs which will® account;for the.distinction between: other

worldliness, "a distinctio:\whjch is important in mgst i

wll

religions There is a tension between the world s ways

of re;arding matters and religious Leactions to them ~For‘}
example,'victory in the eyes of the world lS determined by
‘the course of“vents and whether or not God is victorious
depends on what’ events take place. But-this is not so for -
the believer; instead it is faith in God which determines

N what is regarded as victory The absolute values,yevolvedi
in religious belief detenmine what is important according to
their ‘own criteria and so what often seems Tike defeat accord-

ihg to the relative values of the world is v1ctory accord‘pg

to the absolute,values of Christian beljef,

¢ B . -

-~ ’ ' .‘ ~>"
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Secondly.'Phillips maintains that religious beliefs Lo
lare not subJect to~the !:me qriteria of rationality as no |
religious beliefs Two people, one of whom says there is

a God and the other who' says he does not believe in God are
3not disagreeing in ‘the way they might ouer the existence of

LY

unicorns. In fact. they are npt contradicting J‘ch other

a___since_ithe_neAlithof God_cannot be_ass_ssed by a. comnon

m:;sure which also applies to things other than God "
. His argument is that it is'a mistake to subiect religi-.
ous discourse to ‘the same criteria of intelligibility ‘as |
~.the non- religious ways ¥ speaking whith which we are famil-;.
far.. To do so is %o at&ribute what is only a relative rea-
lity to beliefﬁyaboutgsod Religious beliefs would only be':{
hypothesesxcglative to the criteria by which they were"* :
,aSSessed | But to regard religious belief in this way is tOu
ignore the peculiar meanings of reJigious discourse and the
result is,that lts differences from«familiar nonwreligious
wdys of speaking are;deviations and distort ons‘from‘the'
hormal. ,Phillips‘suggests that‘religious‘beliefs should .be f
regarded as absolute in the'same way,as‘religious~values; B
.eThus. they are not testable hypotheses; but the diﬁference
.between a man who does and a man who does not beliéve in God ;

"

is like the difference between a man and a man who does not
» 1 2 .

amount td? It plays the role of regulating a person s life

believe in a picture. But what does bebief in a picture

/1 "Believ1np in the picture means, for example, putting one's®

- trust in it, sacrificing for it, letting 1t regulate one's \¥§
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iife, and so on." lhus religious beaiofs are. absolute «in
“ o

Jthe sense that they determine the attitude which a person -

% B .
L. .
! " . . . '
e N s . . R . .
¢ w N . . . A R .
. . . . . -
.

has to lrfe. the value syst‘;;which he accepts, the way in

which he interprets events . -.' .

PR

» beliefs Rather than asserting what is the case '

'behaves towards the non-religious, factual side of his .

\
content than their function of creating certain attitudes

- ".:7'

It is apparent however. that this plainly Will not_

.\do.. If Phillips account saves the religious believer from

some difficulties with the meaning of his discourse it commits

him to a position which would be: unacceptable as far as

traditional religious belief is concerned. ‘If religious

lbeliefs have a purely regulative function this means that

chtheyscan never be assertions stating that something was,*is.‘

<

'or will be the case. If all religious beliefs are absolute,
this. entails that their rele is restricted to creating the

attitude which a person has towards his other no -religious
man's

'religious beliefs must be resqricted to how ‘he thinks and
r

o

"b.experience

It would‘ﬁppear that Phillips is committed to the view

that, as absolute beliefs, religious beliefs havJ no more

/.

s difficult to perceive how the concepts “of truth or falsity

tgwards the world Since they do not assert- anything it

‘could be applied to them. Traditionally, believers have

incorporated in their religion certain historical stateMents

B which they have considered to be true and it has "been thought ’

by many that certain eschatological statements refer to



. 2 . .“1'-.‘\' |
~_events which-will actually'take place. Phillips' theory
seems to rule out this- possibility because absolute theo-

logical beliefs are not incompatible wWith any state of

affairs in the world. Religious beliefs do not follow from
;:H'any such state of affairs'but rather the beliefs.themselves

determine the'significance and meaning of those events which

are related to them

) Now, the assertive meaning of a statemek{ depends on
: knowing what it would be for it to be true and what it would
be for it to be false. As Renford Bambrough points(Gut 13
"Meaning is not identical with verification, but meaning
involves verification.“ if questions of the truth and {alsity
of statements are to arise "To understand a statement is =
to have some 1dea of what would have to be the case for that
statement to be true and therefdre to have some idea -of what
steps must be taken to find out»whether it is true " As far
as Phillips’ absolute beliefs are concerned, there seems to
be no means whereby these conditions might be’ met He wants
~'to argue that everything which can be said«about the. crucial‘
_’ beliefs of Christianity is exhausted in an account of their
~iteplassification or selection of the facts according to their.
own criteria of the regulative influence it has ‘on how a pers~
son-lives his life, Thus, he says]4 “ﬁecognition of,a
belieft..adoes not.involve~the weighing of evidence or rea-
E soning to a contlusion. What it does invdi;e'is seeing how

~ the. belief regulates a person's life " Two people who dis-

agree about- religious belief do not contradict each other
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because. ‘on Philiips wittgonsteinian view they cannot be
compared with those who disagree over belief in a hypothesis.g,f*
Rather. Phillips wants to use Nittgenstein S not!on of .

“beiieving in a picture“ in order to illuStrate—the—nature . :~—;—
of re]igious belief But the disagreement between the ‘
believer and the unbeliever now becomes a case where "believ-
ing in the picture. means for example, putting one's trust
in it,'sacrificing for it, letting it regulate one's life,
and so on. “Not be]ieving in the picture means that the pic-
ture plays no part in one's thinking." The disagreement then,
-consists not in contradfctorv assertions but in the possess-
ion of different 1ife styles . Thus, it wou]d seem; the state-

ents- of Christian belief are not assertions as to what is

., the case" \ ‘ . : - . .
It seems to me that Phillips has come very;close to
. the - p051tion qof philosophers like Braithwaite in that his.
version of Christianity appears to reduce one ‘to the adootion~?
of one manner of life rather than another and it is not so
very far from the repreSentation‘of,a‘religious assertion
as “the assertion of an intention_to cgrry out a certain
behaviour'policy, subsumab]e under'a sufficient]y general
principle to be a moral one, together with the implic1t or
Cexplicit statement but not the assertion, of certain stor-
-«fes. w5 As far as 1 can see, such a. the51s does not repre-
‘sent the, manner in which trad]tional users of theo]ogical

statements have construed them

We need however, to answer the charge of Phil]ips,_
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and of wittgenstein. that Jt is necessary to adopt ‘the view
which they present in order to escape giving Christianfty an
~ interpretation which ti“'terstitious or tmmoral according

to 1ts own ethical-‘t§hdards But. as Ninian Smart- argues.]6

"It surely cannot be. held that the presence of literal
empirical beliefs makes a religion superstitious " Phillips .
~ seems to argue»that thelextent to which religious belief
r‘depends on empirical claims is the extent to which dt is -
treated as a means. to non-religious ends. .However._this

need not be the case. We could hold that the'presence of
emp{riéal facts counts as’an'evidential basis for Christianity
. Without at th} same time following its ethical precepts from -
purely prudential motives. Just because a person believes,f.‘
does not mean that his Hbligious beliefs are barred from hav~
ing what Phillips calls an "absolute . character"" One could
hold, for instance, that if there is a God, with certain
characteristics, then he would, by reason- of his nature albne, ﬁ
be worthy of worship and obedtence. but this would not rule E -
out a search for empirical evidence as to whether or not ‘
such a being actually does exist Again, as Smart argues]7 -
‘there is a sense in which the doctrine of the Last Judgment
for example, is a belief ‘which regulates the way in which one
lives one s life, but this does not prevent it from being |

‘something more than this or from hav1ng an empirical or

factual content

*

It seems to me, therefore, that Christian belief cannot

be represented as the holding of pr1nc1ples which regulate a
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person's life and nothing:more‘than that. It is evident~thatp
"they contain aniimportant factual element in that'they assert

that certaih events have happéned or Wil happen and that

. justify an assertion,

these events are of the same kind as those which. are. dealt
with by history or the sciences Since I do not agree that
the justification of the assertions of religious belief from '
empirical grounds can be ruled out for moral reasons, it
would seem, thht to the extent which Christianity makes fac-
tual claims these claims must be open to some. criteria of .
verification or alsification, just as in the case of any

other.factual claim. As far as I can see, this a ounts to ’

little more than the reguirement that one should abl}~to

in order to be entitled to make it.
- It might appea now, that there is nothing furkher to
'be done’ than to assess_the reasons with which thristian

believers back up their case’ and pronounce Judgment as to

whether or not their cla s can be substantiated and whetherw
" or not they can be rationa.ly nade. Unfortunately,‘this‘is -
not quite SO simple as it m 'seem .,h~‘: 2 ‘_ '
' There seems to be no_ cl'ar cut deCiSion procedure wherne-

for Christian belief might

be judged. As Basil Mitchell puts it, ]8 differences of opinion

byjmhat purports’ to be evidence

between (believers and non- believ‘rs) are not easily settled
by straight forward appeal to eVide ce, because one of the
points at issue is precisely how theneVidence is to be taken
That the disagreement .between: the believer and the non-if

believer,does'not-seem to be soluble by a sinoiczappeal to
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. the facts is obviqus. for if it were possible to settle ‘3“~; ’
religious questions in the same wa& ‘that we are able to S

decide whether or not there is 1ife on the moon, the disputesi

of . religion would have been settled long ago. Nevertheless._~

N the factual\claims of Christianity often are. and'have been, »

supported on what believers have-held to be straightaforward

a

At the same time} hé%ever. there are those Q

A

S

-factual grounds

who claim th t the evidence which the believers bring forward
" has-no cQ\ ulsion for them, thatmit is insufficient to con-
_vince them of the truth of Christianity or even of its prob-
ability
Mitchel
son might be tan atheist. The first is ﬁre case where he

l"9 notes two kinds of reasons for which a per-
“ claims that there is insufficient evidence for belief but at

. ‘the same time where ﬁp is. in agreement with the believer

fas to what such evidence would be. The second is the case ’
of "the atheist who declares himself unablb to attach mean-f,"
"ing to theistic assertions on the ground that he cannot con-.
ceive of any observations as tending to count for or against fi!
theism. " In aedispute of the first kind there is some hope,n S
" of resolution 1n such activities as research into the New |
'Testament documents or general 1nvestigation as to whether

or not the events which the believer refers to in support of

his position actually dld occur. There 1s agreement that

if certain events can be shown’ to have taken place or are

'happening now, then this would be suffic1ent to establish

: the truth of certain claims about God and about the transcen-i

B 4
_t:r.
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dent in general Thus. it is conceivable that circumstances

might arise which would render one or other of the parties"

'theistic assertions have in fa('”}

completely victorious. The major disagreﬁﬁent between such -
parties would seem to consist of whqther or not the condi-

tions which they’ see as being sufficient for the truth of

In the second case, whereﬁfﬁ
o)

no observations whatever which, would count for or against

) theism, it is much more difficult to give a clear account
of the differences between the’ believer and the non believer,“

.This ‘is not Just a case of disagreement as to whether the s

! l

'conditions which count as sufficient ev1dence are fulfilled'A

but there is a further. difference in that one part is not B

)

fprepared to admit any kind of observations whatever as evid-'

ence. R.W. Hepburnzo-points out that the Christian;must‘be'
able'to make some sense of the “cosmological‘relation” ipj,"'

order for him to'move from assertions about things in the P

~world to assertions about God and the. Transcendent.' A!“he

says,ZI the COSmological Argument "is an indispensable part e

of any Christian apologetics whatever, 1ncluding those that

&

centre on revelation h Since the presentation of the Cosmo-

logical relation between the world and God can be shown to
\

be invalid 1n either a logical or causal fOrm it mus t be the

‘case that the dependence of the world on God “must be some

w2

sort of factual dé??ndence. Hepburn tries to find an

exemplification of this in. Otto s account of religious experi-.

'ence but he concludes that the results are, at best, ambiva-

Vo
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‘ Jent. It would seem theréfore. qhatqit cannot be clearly

established as to when the inference from ‘events in the world

N

to facts about God can be legitiﬂﬁtel; mafé and that there- -

can never be any logical comp@@pionsforfanyone to make it
in any circumstances whatevena On the other hand,'there are
other people who. iven thq appropriaie circumstances, are |
‘ quite willing to say that thesé~are a sufficdent condition
for the truth of certain asse?tions about God.
‘ " What then, is the nature Pf the disagreement between
the believer who holds to theywalidity of the inference from '
the truth of assertions abou% the 'world to the truth of |

1Y
assertions about God, ande the ppn beLiever who holds that

and the"-' ;
: coult-

It is n%f clear what f%e c1;cumstan es would be under which

there can be no such relatioqwbetween arthly even

transcendent? It ig difficﬁlt tes e_hpw such a disput

be resolved on the?ba51s,of logica or factual discussion

the vief of either,of tge parties could ‘either be verified

4 T a .

or falsified It appgars to me that the nature of such a
23

(f disagreemeht concerns what w H. walsh, in his Metaphysics,
a"woufd refer to as "apsolute propositions“ or as'“categorial;' |
. principles o Walsh argues that the traditional division of RN
significant propositions exclusively into. relation of ideas.x:
‘l'and mattprs of fact fails to account for other propOSitions',
' which ﬁall into neither category Nhat we can- significantly
assert seems to be governed, in addition to the laws ‘of logic
‘~and the truths of empirical fact, by pr1nc1ples which cannot

-be classified as’ either of these Although there is no con-' '

s
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tradiction in denying. e.g. ; that nothing happens except for

a reason. or that things never vanish without trace and al-

| though such statements cannot be* verified factually, they
. are, nevertheless, accepted as being true without question._
‘When we ?re dealing with practical problems as to why some
object has been lost, . it just does not occur to us to
question principles such as those above They determine .the
kind of inquiries that we make and what we conﬁider to be' N
“the ‘facts because these categorial pr1nc1ples are an underly-
ing framework of the facts. They are- not empirical statements
~but rather they are the presuppositions of empirical state-
ments and provide a scaffolding or constitute a pre- existing

,.mould inside which w% build up or present our empirical know-
ledge.u Most, statements have presuppoSitoins which can be
questioned but we reach the. stage where such questioning can-“
not ‘be carried any further. It is these presupp051tions
“which become "absolute presupp051tions" or “categorial prin?

‘ » :

ciples“

vg; For Nalsh these categorial principles are fundamental‘-
components of metaphy51cal systems and among such systems heﬂn.,
numbers materialism The materialist extends the principle
l that nothing occurs which cannot be accounted for in natural_
. terms from its restricted application in- gcience to cover |
questions of any sort, including those of morals and religion.
From serving as an absolute presuppOSition covering the
restricted set of questions asked by sc1entists, this prin-

ciple becomes an absolute presupp051tion covering any question'
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whatever. Thus, the materialist is not willing to allow =,
talk of miracles or of" thé*grace of God to m ke any serious

sense. On_the other hand, as we have seen, the theist is

not'prepared“tmraccept such a presupposition. He believes
that there are events which have occurred, or could occur
which would not in principle, be explicable in natural terms,
but, rather demand an explanation in terms of the tr&nscendent.
N § 3 would seem that the acceptance of the/truth of

either materialism or theism depends on the acceptance of

'the categorial principles which underlie'each,of them and,’

to that extent, they may befdesqribed_as metaphysical systems,f

" as Nalsh defines them.‘ Thus ,+ the major difference between

‘, the two views will 1ie in the presupp051tions which regulate

each of the different belief systems, apd, in the finall,

analysis,.discussion between the'two-parties must involve

the discussion\of the differing,absolute\presuppOSitions ,
It might appear from this that we. are. approaching the

position held by Phillips in that the non- believer and the
'S

' believer seem to be in the position where they fail -to under-

l

and each other, at least to some extent Phillips wishes
"to argue that neither can contradict the other because: “If'
one man contradicts another, ‘they can be said to share a.
common understanding, to be playing the same game," but in
.t\g case of the dispute between the theist and’the atheist,
,two dnfferent games are being played Thus, he recognizes .
the degree of 1ncommensurability which exists between the

statements of the theist and the non believer. But, as we
ﬂ | _ , e

4
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have seen,.Phillipsfseems to wantuto say more than this,

&iz. that religious language is nbt assertive,‘and;that this

" I

- 80 partly because of this difference in the games which are

being played. However, Phillips draws from this ‘the follow-.

- , __(

ing conclusions which do not appear ‘to me to be warranted .
The first is ‘that, in Walsh's terms. the categorial prin-
/
ciples uhign/una/rlie Christianity are, themselves. strictly : -
l_/teligious beliefs;i Thus, a Christian believes in the Last
Judgment, not because of, other beliefstwhich do.not count
among those which are spécifically religious, but because
this, for him, is an absoﬁmte belief or presupp051tion The
-second conclusion is that since religious beliefs have this
‘absolute character, then they are not assertive in character
.but are regulatiVe influences in a person's life |
| It may “well be. the case that certain religious beliefs
-are categorial princ1ples, but 1t se%ms to me that these are’
often conditional on the acceptance of other beliefs Thus,
one could ,hold that God must be-eternal in the-way thatf
Phillips suggests, as. an absolute belief, while at the same
time, being of the opinion that God does not exist. Or, if
it were known that a-being existed who had the required '
‘ qualit es, then one. could hold, as an absolute presupp051-
tion, thyt he deserves unquestioning obedience. But, it may
be pOSSible for a set of theistic categorial princ1ples to
be without apptication because we lack some outside Justifica-
'tionzfor belieVing in the’entity to‘which they might apply,

and, apart from his“argument from superstition, which we have
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discussed, Phillips- gives us no reason why th1s might not

be so. I have suggested before that one of the absolute

-preSuppositions 'pf Christ1an1ty might .be that- an 1nference
can be made from assertwns about the world to §lssertions
about God and the cond1tions under which the move #g%m wor1d
to God can be made. Now, 1t does hot seem to me that the

‘categorial" princ1p1e 1nvo]ved here should, be regarded as one

of the principles of Chr1st1an belief, since it is possible '

for'someone o acceot'it and at-the same. time hoTd- that there .-
s not suff1c1ent ev1dence in the form of assert1ons about
the worid for us to conclude the -truth of assertions about
God. Such a. presupposition would be 1ndependent of Christian-
1ty in that it 1s not a spec1fica1]y re11gious belief but,
at the same t1me the difference between the atheist who does
not hold to it and the Chr1st1an is go1ng to be d1fferent
ERLE k1nd from that between the theist and the athe1st who,

in splte of their d1sagreement, share the .same categor1a]
princ1ples ' ""- ’ f : .
N | The. second conclus1on wh1ch Ph1111ps seems to draw is
that religious language is. not assertlve It might be- thought
that this follows from the nature of the d1sagreement between
two peop]e who are ‘not playing exact]y ‘the sawe language
. game, for, Ph111ips argues,,such pﬁop]e do not contradict

each other. From this, he concludes that rel1gious be11efs

cannot be: assert1ons .and: "To construe these be11efs as

hypothesis wh1ch may or may not. be true is' to fals1fy the1r o :

character. There are two po1nts wh1ch I wou]d like to make
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in answer to this. F1rst'ofta11, it seems:to'me'that we'
fnm_ﬁu_need not_conclude_the_Jmpossibility of two. _people ever con-__
.4<: tradicting each other when'what they say is based on differ-

ent sets of absolute be11efs We could, conceivably, say
that one man asserts. and the other depies, the existence
 of certain entities and that they genu1ne1y contrad1ct each
'other eveg}though they do not work~from the same presuppos1-. J
tions. . In a case such'as th1s, however, there f% bound‘to
~ be a difference in the criteria of ev1dence and . argument
between the two and it is here that the 1ncommensurab111%y
between the two positions wou]d 1ie. Although each person
might understand, perfectly, the s1gnif1cance of the conc]u-
sion/wh1cﬁlthe tther reaches, the process of reason1ng used
.wi]] be at least part1y meanipg]ess to him. - This is_not to [
say, however, that when two people are working from differ-
Iy ent categor1a] pr1nc1p1es, the negat1on by one man, of ax .-
statement_made by the other, mus t always.amount to a’Ebpmra- -
diction .“What'we.have shown is that‘contradjction:fs’not -
an impossible occurrence. L | _.; - \‘.,
Secondgy, as both Ph1111ps and walsh seem to agree, N
abso]ute bel1efs, or presupposit1ons, act as ru]es, or supply ]
the critéria, accord1ng to whlch what counts as evidence, -
C as meanlngful quest1ons etc. are decided Slnce they p]ay
'\. ; this regu]ative roIe, it may be suggested that categor1a1
‘ princ1ples cannot be. thought of as assert1ons 1n that they
.-have a part 1n determ1n1ng what a proper assert1on should

R} ,
be. It seems to me, however, that not all. theistic be11efs
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are absolute«in this sense. as I have argued above.“ Some of

"

them depend on more general presuppositions which are nov

———specifically religious beJiefs. The question now arises as'@
| to the logical status of'those statements which depend for
their meaning on the acceptance of certain categor’al prin-
ciples. Are they assertive? "This is a question togwhich I
‘hope to return later but perhaps the following points.\made'

»)

; by Nalsh. give us some reéason to think that they are. He
argues24 that statements which depend for their validity on
theﬂacceptance of a set ‘of categorial principles are, never-'
theless,'assertions A metaphysician whio builds his system
HOn such principles has "to display liberal exnmples of the
treatment,he;recommends,'a process which involves him in‘muqh
detailed description and interpretation much Metaphysical.
theory consists in the adducing of facts. to support or refute
a theory" and "a system of" metaphy51cs which' cannot roundv ’

. facts which are at first'sight awlbard for its pretentiohs~ ;T
is like a system‘of Taw which cannot be applied " '

I think. that we are now in a p051tion to give an

_account of religious beliefs which will enable us to proceed
on the basis that many theists feel that they can Justify

: what they believe on grounds ‘which are not exclusively .

, religious and that they are rationally entitled to think in

b M this way I have agreed with Phiﬁlips that the beliefs .of {

| Christianity depend for their signiflcance on the acceps\\
of absolute presupposrtions but 1 have argued that 1t is .

false to say that all religious beliefs are abso]ute and . .\
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that at least: some depend on other.\absolute betiefs of a
more general application o 1ﬁ » \

| | It seems to me that the following questibns arise from
thi's The-é;lrst concerns the nature of the statements of
the—theistic belieﬁuas_they_helate to- underlying absolute'

presuppositions ' To what extent can they-be said to be,
.assertive in that their truth or falsity depends solely.on
conditions in the world? The second concerns rational dis-.
cussion between those who differ as to their absolute beliefs
Nhat standards of correctness apply here and “how can it be
~shown that one absolute belief is preferable to another? dlf
'.would now like to show that the ‘samé problems appear in the
philosophy of science and’ that an investigation of how they
are to be resolved wil}Jshed a good deal of light on their

N

occurrence ‘in the philosophy of religion '_' Co
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e CHAPTER 2

In this chapter, I would like to show that the pro-
) blems connected with absolute presuppé%itions in the philo-

— ;“‘sophy rof religion are‘also part of a wider range of problems
of the same type. This being the case, the question of
_vrational choice between the absolute beliefs which: separate
the believer ‘from the atheist and the difficulties concern-"
"ing the assertive form of statements which depend on certain
.absolute presuppositions for their 51gnificance can both be

‘,considered within a wider context than that of the philosophy
of religion. ) o

',fTo begin.with"I‘would Tike to discuSS'the major d“

issues_which T.S. Kuhn presents in his Structure of Sc1ent1-'

~fic'Revolutions]

and other related writings, in the light

~.of what has been said in the last chapter Kuhn argues that'
.the conception of sc1ence as. “the . simple accumulation of
‘facts is neither a true account of the actual progress of
science, not a plau51ble description of the ideal method by»
5fwhich scientific advance should take place The historicalf,_
l’largument with which the first of. these contentions is esta-.
_fi "blished need not concern us. here, but what he attempts tom, -
| ;show is that in its actual progress, the scientific enter-Vf
;l Ippise his not been simply cumulative., Rather, it has been -
l ‘fﬂpunctuated by upheavals and conceptual changes which Kuhn

-

refers to as "scientific reVolutions" : Developments have
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taken place by the supplanting of formerly accepted theories
~and recognized achievements by .new ones which are incompat-

ible with the old.. The practice of science is normally

il

\\<;\;based on the acceptance of what Kuhn refers. to as “paradigms"
¥

g_A para‘ng\consists of one or more scientific achievements
which are acknowledged by-a. particular scientific community,
for a time. -as supplying the foundation foh its:further prac-
tice Those who base’ their research on. suc:\a\pargdigm, are -

‘engaged in what Kuhn describes as "normal science".  For
normal. sc1ence to be possible, the achievements :mbodied in
the appropriate paradigm must be sufficiently unprecedented

~to attract an adhering group away from competing modes'of

_ scientific activity, and suffiCiently open ended to,leave | t

all sorts. of. problems for its members to solve K'A‘scientific

revolution consists of the reJection of what was accepted ‘

as the paradigm up to- that time and:the adoption‘ofﬁsome'
other set of theories and achievements. Hhat is practiced
‘in the intervening period is referred. to- by Kuhnfa""ektra-
ordinary SCience" a period when there is dispute‘as to which-

‘of a number of conflicting paradigms should be accepted

| There are certain difficulties in. the notion of a :

{fparadigm as it occurs in the main body of Kuhn s book,3 but
1 do not pr0pose to discuss them here In recognizing these

”“difficulties, Kuhn acknowledges that he has used the term in
two different senses o _ " ' o

On the one hand,,it stands for the entire constella-vf

tion of beliefs,. values, techniques, and so on shared
by the members of a given community i0n . the_other. it
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denotes one sort of . eTement in that- consteliation,

the concrete puzzle=solutions. which, employed as

models or examples, can replace explicit rules ‘as
J a basis for the soTution of the remaining puzzles.

of normal 5cience.4< )
B

- The first sense of paradigm I take to be equivaient to the

"conceptual scheme through which the work of a given scientif'

- community takes p]ace The second concerns the means where

‘a

remains a member of a

the individua] sc1entist becomes a ;

community and how each individua]ll

v

»
ber recognizes and works

'WTthiU a. given scienﬂific tradition.

Nhat is- involved in the acceptance of a paradigm? In,
\
accepting it, the scientist has chmitted himself to a cer-

j‘tain view as to- the popuTation of the universe and the ;”"

behav1our of that popu]ation. '‘He has accepted a certain ,k}

-ontology and assumptions as. to what is possibTe within 1t

The paradigm is also the source of methods, prob]em fieids

nd standards of soTution accepted by any mature sc1entif1c

' community at any given time Thus, when a paradigm change ; _~

‘has occurred this has 1nvoTved the acceptance of a different

ontoiogy and/or a difference in the Tist of methods,,Problem o
fiers and standards of soTution which are coﬁzidered Tegiti-__f

mate or- apprOpriate. For thTS reason, Kuhn detects a large

: element of - incommensurability between statements based on
- . the old paradigm and those of their‘successors.g Those |
e scientists who fai]ed to make the tran31tion to .the new |
| 'paradigm and those who accepted the new position, experienced

difficulties 1n their discu551ons w1th each other ‘because of o

a partiai failure to understand each others position,‘ They, .

o



-

B

:disagreed as to what counts as m problem and what counts as
. a soiution according to their acceptance of the different |

' paradigms, and to some extent. they talked through each

L other when debating the merits of their respective positions

%he assumptions embodied in the acceptance of a para-”

'b_for determining the" thinking which makes. it possib]e for the*

- digm can’ ‘not be- presented as part of a Tist of beliefs to
which the scientist holds but, rather. they are responsibie
'scientist to hold just’ those opinions Thus, where there- 1s‘
disagreement over the acceptance of paradigms, the parties
concerned must argue for their case in a manner which is
‘partly c1rcu1ar. The difference between them is on 'S.0. basic
a leve] that,‘on certain issues,.they have " not a commdn method
”vof rationa] argument by which to resoive their disagreement

v*bet they must base their. Justifications on the very assump—

o tions which are reSponsibie for their differences The dis- ;2

"__pute between those who hoid to different paradigms is based )

1ion the fact that th)y have different conceptions of the ontoer_'

f]ogy of the univers and What 1s to count as . legitimate pro-

'r:cedure in science. Forming a- part of that procedure are the,

- ,criteria governing hat- are to count as- acceptabie methods
*,,of discussion betw en opposing factions, and 51nce these wiil

'ﬁoften differ bet /en paradigms, there will be: an extent to..

"jwhich the assertions of a_man who- accepts one. paradigm will

L\be either meaningless or a subJect of misunderstanding for B

‘one who hoids to another 7. " 1c3'ji f{

Hist°r1°a]]y’ then, Kuhn ciaims, the disagreement L

-(
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‘between those who have held to different. onsecutive,-

scientific paradigms, has included thi nt‘of-incommen-
'usurabiiity between their view, and this is,demonstrated by

the fact that.normal scientific argument and discussion

t~.<‘;become—on4y~partiaiiy”reievant ~The cnoice between the two

gparadigms cannot be made on the basis of ordinary scientifinu

. but if . two scientists fail to realize that they do

’- the'. same paradigm, they will have a frustrating

ﬁtime“ﬁn at}empting to push ‘their own opinions

_ kuhn s account suggests that the ‘practice of scwence
e:invggves the acceptggce of something which is c]ose to being
a. metaphys1ca1 system as defined by w H Waish If the '
fdifference between scientists, who ‘disagree 1in. the paradigms )
'which they accept princ1pa11y”con51sts of their failure to
| share a. common ontoiogy and to recognize a common methodo-
lf'f_ logy, then such a disagreement must be very simiiar in kind
.- to the case where two peop]e fail to share abso]ute presupposi-
tions. Furthermore, to accept a paradigm, wouid be to assent
"my,ﬁto one s t of abso]ute presupp051tions ratrer than another,,
'i_at least'to some extent, in the same way that this obtains_'j
“:for metaphy51ca1 systems : Thus Kuhn remarkS'"that Newton S :
g:second iaw of motion, though it took centuries of difficult
“‘factuai and theoretical research to achieve, behaves for
those committed to Newton s theory very much like a. pureiy
vb]ogica] statement that no amount of observation could refute'"5
iﬂSuch a statement however wou]d not be truetfor pure]y Iogi-v'

-?ca] reasons. The Newtonian would accept it without question



because, for him. it. would have become an. absoiute presupposi—

L tion and a]though it might behave as. a logicai statement.»as

far as the reievance of factua] discovery-is'concerned, it

is accepted as true for a. tota]ly different reason. i.e.,

Abecause it is an absolute presupposition.,

So far, it would appear, that the same difficu]ties

‘which arise in disputes over the: merits of riva] metaphy51calﬂ

systems have also appeared in discussions between those who -

.differ in their acceptance of scientific paradigms The real

. cause of the disagreement stems, in both cases, from- the f

difference in presuppOSitionsmor the unquestioned assumptions"

?which each party ho]ds,.and S0, - in each case, the kind of

,procedure used for so]ving disputes between those who work

_ within the same metaphy51ca1 system of normal scientific

traditidn is itse]f in, dispute.‘ However, ‘need this diffi-_”

»cuiﬁy arise 1n sc1ence? Might it not ‘be the case that in |

-

an idea1 51tuation there would be no nece551ty for scientific'

ork to be governed by a paradigm at a]l? Cou]d sc1ence not

arrive at an. obJective account of the wor]d which does not:

‘L'require a paradigm for its acceptance?

"is'-interpretation of observations Wh1Ch are themse]ves fixed ﬂ,p

Kuhn does not think that 1t is p0551b1e to conduct

— scientifﬁc enquiry outSide the context of a paradagm, for

this must presuppose the possibility of our.. access to a set S

fof fixed and neutral observations. He reJects the notion

'that what changes with a paradigm is mere]y the sc1entists

=N

-once and for a]] by the nature of the enVironment and of the*



perceptual apparatus.“Interpretation'does not seemfto be

an optiona] extra to an experience of stable and neutral

data Kuhn considers that the theory of our access to neutral-
data is itse]f. ciose to being a paradigm and since this is .

_;;___the_case,_there is_no straight- forward way of showing that

another view is to bé‘preferred to it. Nevertheiess, it
| seems to me that his reasons. for rejecting this position are
.'conceptual and therefore iogicaily compe]iing“ |
. | ~To a large éxtent, the data which we experience are .
- governed by the paradigms to which we hold " This is not to
say that what we experience is not a resuit of stimuli which ,
'_'originate outside ourSe]ves but# that these stimuli are selected .
3and rejected, noted or ignored and arranged in order of prio—f_'
rity according to the dictates of the paradigm to which a
.scientist holds. It is these data, as defined by paradi&mii_
‘which .are the obJect of our- observatfons, for they, aione, ’
are avaiiable to be observed Kuhn is’ thus argu1ng that -
the stimuiation of our. sense organs is not suffiCient to "_ .
.account for the contents of our perceptuai experience, becauseiﬂ
we can perceive oniy what we are taught or what our conceptuai,i
-systems “allow us to see. C l |
In order for us to accept that we have access to a
‘{ﬁvf:neutrai i mediate experience of the worid independent of
.':‘the imposition of any conceptuai scheme, Kuhn argues that
:we must be. abie to have a-. language in order to ana]yze such

6

A~experience It does not seem that such a language is poss-

';;ib]e. There has been »o. success in the attempts to construct\?_



one and Kuhn considers that any olich effort is hopeless.
The possibility of a netural observation language seems to ’

depend on a theory of perception and a theory of the mind

- which allows for awareness of all. stimulation of the sense R

D organSM_“But;"asma'matter of fact-there~1s—a Sé‘éCtiVE*pr0°—wf'

cess which determines those stimuli which are noted by the
brain ‘and those which are not. Thus, on a pure]y phy51o-~
logical 1eve1, without assuming the truth of any theory of .

‘

the. mind "there is reasdn"ﬂor saying that only some of

stimu]ationsgof the sense’ organs are made avaiiable f
observation On the other hand, . psychoiogical experiments
With gesta]t figures would suggest that the mind se]ects the-

. inforMation which is. presented to it in one way rather ‘than

«hl‘& Y
another Thms, from the same 1nformation,'e g., a series of

. 3
1ines on a piece of paper, one man may observe a drawing of -

a duck and another that of a rabbit In many cases, by :
1solation of some feature and the suggestion that he think

of it in a different u@y, or by some 51m11ar method, a pe?soni

"_vma.‘be‘Jnduced to change his- princ1p1e of se]ection so that'~~ .

. he can SW1tCh from seeing the drawing of the duck to seeing
that 0 ’vhe rabbit. or vice versa. It 1s ev1dent that theref

7:fn than the observation of neutra]

is more to this phenfm

f;:Eo make_upfthe obJect which 1s
observed is the resu]t of some princip]e of se]ection applied

'E/

~data, but that what g

‘ by the perceiver
| Kuhn aiso argues that the search for a neutra] observa-,_

tion language must begin from the existing 1anguages, which,'
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far from being neutrai. refer to obJects which are determined
by paradigms and which are not identica1 with the required
raw experience of the worid To-precede such a language. ‘

the attempt is made to eliminate al] non- iogica] and non-v'u

perceptua] terms but even so. such a language stii] pre-

supposes a host of expectations about nature, which have

‘been taken from ordinary.ianguage, and if these expectations
are Vioiated, the language ceases to work Kuhn does not‘ ‘ .
. know what it wouid be like to have language without any such o
expectations nor does he think that any such account is forth-"
coming y | N | p
| If: we have no access to the requiﬁed immediate experi-
';ence, then it must be the case that a]l our observations con-»ff

[ .
Acern ObJECtS which exist mereiy in virtue of the paradigm

- -wh1ch is- accepted The paradigm determines those obJects

"which are avaiiab]e to be the 1mmed1ate obJects of awarenesstj-i

!.Thus, the contents of ouf experience are not simpiy the.

hﬂ stimuii whioh we receive but rather, we see them 1n>terms

of obJects which have their existence according to the para-”m

'_digm which s . adopted Kuhn thinks that SC1ent1$tS are right

"iawhen they treat items- such as oxygen, gsndulums or' p]anets e

:as the . contents of their 1mmed1ate experaence The on]y‘k
'alternative to the obgects seen: at any particular time is
not the perception of some neutral fixed data but v151on
’_i{mrough another paradigm < ﬂ: »_*1:,ﬂ.‘5'*f‘;_ff;ilﬂfﬂ_i ‘
| It is apparent that much of W.H.: Walsh@has to say about

absoiute presupp051tions 1s 1nvolved ins this Categorial
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a}principles form the framework for empiricai statements. ‘They .

"~are not. to be numbened among factua] st tements but ‘they are

. .the presuppositions of factual Statements and as such they

Nl
ncip]es serve as the underiying ruies which govern the CoL

.. arg.not open to the same kind of Justification. Categoria1;

;prir

; making of factUai assertions in that they are apined to
experience in order that we can interpret and explain it.
The way in which we investigate factual questions, those o

L)
. forms of. inquiry which are considered to be ieg%timate, the

'ﬁontology which we recognize,‘aii embody and pr;;uppose cer-_ \‘
tain absoTute presuppositions and once again wals seems 'to
‘.be m king the same point as does Kuhn in his portraya1 of .
'liscientific paradigms However, is it p0551b1e to give an
..account of the wor]d without a.commitment to any abso]ute
7presuppositions? If Kuhn s arguments against the imp0551b1-r
,iity of a neutra] observation language are vaiid, then they
:j also app]y to the question of a descriptiOn of the wor]d which f
s free fro’iabso]ute presuppOSitions ' Insofar as they deter-
“ffmine what the 1mmediate obJects of our experience are to: be,w_
_scientific paradigms inciude the ru]es r3 accordance with
'd;,which the stimuli which we receiVe from the wor]d arel
' *forganized to be seen as ‘the ObJeCtS of our 1mmed1ate aware--m'..
) ;ness As rules which control the way in which we see the |
-;'world these aspects of a paradigm must be identical with
Categoriai principles as Na1sb defines them., Thus, an
.'L.account of the worid which does not invo]ve abso]ute pre~v} -

‘e',suppositions must ‘also. be one which is 1ndependent of a para- .

' 7xj.:
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.digm. To have.eithereof these.ftherefore; it must be'possibie

4

- for us to have. access to a system of observation. the objects

~of Wwhich are determined&y sensory experieﬁ%e alone.

Hau}ng‘shown that X&he possibi]ity of neutral observa-
t;on is necessary for a meaningful account of experience ..
'which is-independent of either paradigms or categoria] prin-
ciples, I would Tike, briefly, to cite the reasons which
”strongly suggest ‘that its ana]ysis in terms of a languagev
' is not possib]e. The" first is that which Kuhn has presented
and which has'been outrined above. This is also used by
- Mary Hesse in her “Dﬁhem, Quine and a New Empiricism“?
. she.refers ‘to Duhem s dist:nction between practica] facts and

where

theoretica] facts What is prim:;;ly significant fon/science‘

1p not the precise nature of whatf we directly ‘observe but'-
‘rather the 1nterpret1ve expression which we give to th1$
‘Practical facts .are what we directly observe while, theoreti-
.”cal facts are the interpretive expression of these Hesse |
eargues that a linguistic expre551on of practical facts Wiil

not serve as a basis for science. "They are inprec1se,

ambiguous, corrigible,_and on their own ultimately meaning-

. ]ess " They have, no organization which is intrinsiE to them-‘

o s
selves but rather, their relative significance is 1mposed

on them from outSide. In addition to this; “there is a sense

in which they are! 1itera11y inexpressib]e" because._“as soon
”}as we begin to try to capture a practica] fact in ]anguage,
we are committed to some: theoretica] interpretation " I

' think that this is compelling and that 1t is 1mpossib]e to |

&4 .

Co A

‘
.

0 d
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Hawe'a 1anguage which is composed of practical facts. Stand- -

ards of. comparison.-description and reCognition@which are i;

' necessary for the existence of the language are3hot to be |

derived from the "raw data"” presented by practica] facts.‘:‘,

| The second argument is. that it 1s meaningless to\speak
of an observation language which is a neutral description of
states of affairs. Our awareness of practica1 facts is not \_
of things in the worid but of the stimu]atioh of our sense - ﬂ
organs. The move from awareness of stimuii-to the’observa-'
;tion of'thinos'in!the:wOridfis.made‘possibie'by pnincip]es
| which are extfinsic to‘the‘stimuli - Thus, statements “whose'“
."meaning as descriptions of states of affairs is supposed to
. be transparent, and whose truth va]ue is: supposed to be )
‘individually decidable by setting up the appropriate observa-

«8 gannot bé meaningfuily conceived of.

’ tion situations.
.If the neutral data which we: experience is of the stimulation -
'vof ‘our sense organs and a. neutrai observation language is |
one which refers to the wonid, then we need to be able to
transform what is the .case as\{ar as the stimu}ation of our.
.sense organs is concerned 1nto wnat is the case as regards
’the wor;d& It would seem howevery that ‘there is no way in
‘which such a. transformation can be meaningfui]y accomplished

and thus, no meaningfu] notion of a transparent observat1on

'1an9uage - R L

K
So far, then. we see that any account of the wor]d

, must inc]ude rules which are presupposed by that account and

which determine rather than fall under the Justifications
.'.4 . . ( .A‘ -.'_ ‘ . .
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which are made by those who accept it. 'Kuhn's notion5of a
paradigm and Walsh's notion of a- categorial principle would
both seem to include :or consist of such rules. and assumptions

-~ But, as an- account of Kuhn's’ position this would be too

simple. Although the. effect of a paradigm on a sc1entific—————
tradition is similar to the part which would be played by a N
set of explicit rules and assumptions in that it determines
legitimate scientific method, etc., Kuhn wishes to argue that
the determination of a paradigm acts at an ‘even deeper. level
than‘this It is ‘to Kuhn s discussion of this view and its
- ramifications that we will now turn. | L o
- . Kuhn considers- that it is fairly easy to find the esta? f{i-
blished paradigms of a mature scientific community but when '
| comes ta) expressing them as sets“of rules, the enterprise 'f“F-

.l\\
Ecomes much more difficult The search for a body of rules

T

which is competent to dbnstitute a given normal res%arch

tradition is bound t0 result “in frustration The reason
for this, Kuhn thinks, is - that the scientists wHo share_it n
agree on the identification of a paradigm without agreeing,;
'\Hto;or-attempting to produce a full interpretation of it. o
'The inSpection of a paradigm might be aided by “the formula-'
"Q'i tion of rules’ and assumptions which it is thoudht to contain,_.4;
but such an inspection‘does not depend on the possibility |
of this formulation Indeed the existence of a paradigm i
‘does not imply that such rules exist to be formulated ' 4
A paradigm, then, is not reducible to.a set of rules 'i,£f~

Q

and assumptions in the form of statements and this means j—

Ch o . -
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that it cannot be set out verbally we cannot. therefore.
..discover whether a certain paradigm is: accepted by & given
Vtgroup of scientists by looking for a’ set of statements to

_which they would all assent But <1f this is 'S0, how can

*'ffwe meaningfully speak of the inspection of paradigms. ‘and

how can we account for the identification, by scientists, .
of those who accept the same paradigms as themselves? Kuhn
thinks that this can- be accounted for in terms of Nittgen-
'stein s theory of family resemblances. The research pro-.
blems and techniques which arise within a normal scientific
'tradition are not bound together by the fact that they satisfy
-'some explicit or even fully discoverable set of rules and

assumptions.,‘"lnstead ey may relate by resemblance and
by~ modelling to one or.¢o

ther part of the scientific corpus

'Lwhich the community in question recognizes as among its
:established achievements W10 R "';;f o
_' Kuhn gives the followmg reasons for hold;mg that‘para- o
digms are "prior to more binding, ‘and more complete than any :'
| set of rules for research that could be unequivocally abstract- -

: fed from them wll The first is the severe difficulty of dlS- |

'covering the rules for sc1entific procedure which the para-

ﬂg;“digms are thought to contain._ The second is that a scientific

N education does not include the teaching of concepts, laws and

R

5-jtheor1es‘in the abstract and by themselves These are all

;learned “in a historically and pedagogically prior unit that
displays them w1th and - through their applications."lzband'

' altﬁough the scientist may show his ability to use the con-*‘“

—



cepts, laws and theories which under]ie his*work he may o
be littie better than a layman at characterizing ‘the accepted
basis of his field The third reason is that thexneed for ‘,]

explicit rules and assumptinns_onlx_appears An periods_when

there is-no-accepted paradigm It is on these occasions alone fh*
' that scientists debate over legitimate methods, . problems and |
standards oQ solutidn,.whereas, in the periods when there is
an accepteg paradigm, such questions never arise As- his
final reason for accepting the view that paradigms are prior
to formulated ru]es and assumptions, Kuhn cites . the diverSi-
fied nature of sc1entific enquiry, which. nonethe]ess, couid”
be said to subscribe to the same paradigm. Since the eXist-
f'ence of exp]icit rules and assumptions wouid ca]] for a moreh*
:4 monolithic and integrated structure, it would appear that
Kuhn S account of paradigms is more satisfactory

4. If paradigms operate on this pre -verbal levei then it
is ciear that the disagreement between scientists who accept N
different paradigms wiil ‘be at a more profound level than o
would be the case if their differences cou]d be set out as’
a series of statements ; In a case where two people differ
~ as to their abso]ute presuppOSitions, we have. SO far, no
reason to suppose that each of them cou]d identify the state-“ﬁ‘“
ments which the other is prepared to accept without question,_f
» but Kuhn wants to say that we are not in. a position to make;
‘ any such identification. It 1§ in the light of’ this that I
wou]d like to examine what Kuhn has to say concerning the

tranSition from one’ paradigm to another and the nature of
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;the disagreement between those who make the transition and

:tpthose who do not ‘ | ‘
| Kuhn argues that there can be~no scientific work which

“fis not goverened by a baradigm This follows: from bhe-‘

7;impossibiiity of-a neutral observation ianguage, for althoughg
a paradigm may not be reducib]e to a set of exp]ic1t ru]es :
and assumptions, yet it acts 1n the same way in 1ts govern-

ing of the scientific enterprise.‘ A paradigm can only be

g;rejected when there is another one- avaiiabie to take its

‘place, since we' cannot have the a]ternative of no paradigm<i o
“at ghl | Nhat account, then, can we give of the change from
- one. paradigm to another? Kuhn suggests that such a trans1-:
) tion. closely resemb1es what takes p]ace 1n a change in visua]
't:gestalt when, for exampie,»a pattern of lines on a piece of
paper ‘may appear “to us at one time as the drawing of a duck
"‘fand at.another time as the drawing oﬁla rabbit, and we are k'.'
"consc1ous of exper1enc1ng a switch between the two appear- 4. \
'ances. It 1s th1S sw1tch Wh1ch Kuhn wishes to use 1n 111ustra~

'vtion of what takes place in the tran51tion from one paradigm

~to another, for the other aspects of gestait chan e are not

"ﬂthing else - we have no access to neutra] data.“

_some-vfg_*

?appropriate In sc1ence, we do not see somethin

| B't in. the. “

';:case of gestaIt phehomena, we' do have 1ndependent access to
}the lines on the paper ]3 Also, in a gestalt experiment, we't'

tvcan‘sometimes, though not a]ways, switch from one appearance

"”*1pto another but for Kuhn, this does not appear t° be ‘the. case_'

1 \as far as sckentific paradigms are concerned He disagrees




‘one.. (from which) we can at. any moment break out aga n,,;

B T

| f}with Sir Karl Popper's contention that “we'can*break'out'of'

our framework at any time‘.. (into) a better -and roomier o e
T

”for if this were the case'"there*ought to—be—no—very—special

vdifficulties aboue stepping into someone e]se s framework

- 1in order to evaluate it " In other words, we are not at

i]iberty to switch from one paradigm to another as we p]ease

There are’ two reasons for this. " The’ first is that, un-,_-.fi

f,]ike the case of the gesta]t figure, we have no access to

- any data which is neutra] between a]i paradigms. In.an .

,ing the nature

l'example such as. that of the duck/rabbit we have the 1ines
- on the paper which serve as an externa] standard against '
f-.which the switch in vision can be demonstrated but with paraLy" 5
fdigms we have no such standard, as 1s shown by ‘the 1mpossi- i
. ’bility of neutra] observation Nithout some neutrai means r.?.

"of comparison, the scientist will have difficulty in grasp- =

/

f another paradigm whiie at the same time_nf'j,aff

-Q?retainingsa cl'aﬂ conception of h1S own. In moving from one sff=f

Y/paradigm to another there 1s no- indicat]on as to. how one may h}* B

.‘4“.

retrace one s steps but to understand and'grasp another para-~ \

digm is to be converted to it ,/ N ;; ":'f **,' *fﬁ‘ i';=g“”‘,
The second reason concerns Kuhn s contention that a ;‘;".;,
paradigm exists prior to, and Cannot be reduced to, a set A

of expiicit ruies and assumptions.. Th1S means that the

"f.scientist is not in a p051bion to articulate the ru1es and}}_;:rf

_ assumptions which underiie his work and if he can identifyig;*ﬁ;

 the. p"adig'“ "‘hic" he accePtS. as opposed to another, tllis.;:_"_.::.vf‘

)
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.can on]y be on'a pre verbal ieVel ; But this”entaiis that
~'we have no ‘means of discovering how it is that another para-h, o

'\; digm differs from our own for if we are not in a position toj

;formulate it in terms of’ rules and“assumptions—“neither is

'; the person with whqm we may differ and this means, 1n effect, .
.that we. cannot discuss our differences since we cannot give "
.them any verba1 expression.: To enter another normai scientifio
tradition in order to eva]uate 1t, we must be ab]e to inSpect
the paradigm dn question w1thout the\aid of formulated ru]es

' and assumptions " Rs-‘we - have seen. Kuhn con51ders that a ’
paradigm governs the sc1entific enterprise not becausZ 1t
embodies 2 series of ru1es and assumptions but because a]T
“the parts of the tradition 1n questaam ane related to eachni’if
other in termseof a family resemb]ance add the: acceptance .
of a paradigm entaiis the abi]ity to recbgnize the members. §

1

}Jfﬁvof a certain family of phenomena which ﬁs defined by a net;:. C

"/ff- work of resemb]ances between 1ts members rather than so
it

one thing or set of things wh1ch those members have in common
To examine another paradigm 1s to be ab1e to recognize -an :
7,'a1ternat1ve family reiation to that which one. a]ready accepts
But we: cannot formu]ate the criteria according to which th1S
recognition qn our part takes place, we mere]y recognize. R
':if or fai] to recognize the ex1stence of one or another family
| relation Now,vas we have seen, the contents of our immediate'g?!
R experience are perceived on]y by Virture of our acceptance '
- of a paradigm and to change paradigms is- to change these

"-obJects  But, this means that ‘the former obJects are no
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f.,.longer part of our present experience and since we have*no -

N meanq.pf identifying them we cannot revert to our former :

';way of seeing the wor]d once we have made the change.,_we_

‘ﬁ'f~ have no neutral standard between paradigms with Wh1°h we. can

'_COmpare them and, at. the same time we" are*unabie—to—formuiate-—¥-

" them in’ terms of expchit ru]es and assumptions (\'_,,* . .

..'I-think thA{hwe are now in a p051tion to discuss the |

| ’problem of rationai disagreement between those who ho]d to

:"different paradigms, but first, I wou]d 1ike to deai with a.

difference which has emerged above between the operation of

- a paradigm and that of a set of categoria1 principles. ,Iné

bﬂ--his discuss1on of the “latter, Na]sh appears to assume that o
“they can be located and ?&entified as verbal statements within '

- the metaphySical system which a person may hold Thus, one B

- may 1dent1f_ the abso]ute presuppositions of another s meta-

jphySical sys m and agree to the validity of the conclus1ons

'7drawn from théﬁ without being committed to the presuppositions.'“

| ":themseives and therefore without accepting the system In

: e
-Tthe case of a paradigm, howevef Kuhn argues that we do not

' ijave such access to another s} pos1tion while at the ‘'sarnie timeju

.1Hmaintain1ng our own. ‘We. have seen that ‘this foi]ows from twotf 3
h‘things, the 1mpossib111ty of a neutra] language between para-.f f
‘digms and the preverba] nat re of a’ paradigm s ingluence. | |
,Nheh discu551ng the releva ce of a neutral observation langu-;"'

aéage to competing categor1 ] pr1nc1p1es, we' say that, 1nsofar

'14/’

‘”’as they form the framework for empiricai statements, we cannot

-

'h'have a language which is neptra] between them. But if this

.
oy
3

2
e
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‘is‘the case, tfen; w1thodt avneutrai standard o%-éamparisbh.F;
: we will have the same difficulty with their identification ‘
| as’ we do with paradigms. and it would seem that it is imposs-,e-FY

1b1edfor us to have access to different metaphysical systems bht\

—~;"“~in—the way—that~walsh~sugge ts- —
' . As things now stand we may draw the disagreeab]e con-?‘
clusion that where men differ as . to their metaphysica] systems

or the scientific traditions which they accept they are not
in a position to identify the 1ssuas in which they differ f
with their opponents From this it fo]lows that no. rational
discu551on between the- two positions can occur , However,fvs.
B this conc1u51on depends on the assumption (i) that there can. ;

be no neutrai ;tandard betﬂpen conflicting paradigms or

-

X categorial princip]es and (ii) that a paradigm cannot be -

rendered as a set of exp]ic1t ru]es and assumptions '~My"-

df\next chapter w111 be devoted to an exam1nat1on of these
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¢ CHAPTER 3 . .
1 think.we'are.now;in a~pQSitionito‘asSume,;witmout

fUrther:argument, that there”can be nO'observation'of‘the*

-‘»@world without the operation of some interpretative scheme “-’;,
which originates from and is applied by the - observ&r himself
Y'Ne can conc]ude the imp0551bi11ty of a neutra] observation

of the world which is a function of the stimuli which we

'?receive, a]one. In ‘the 1ight of this.'and the other conc]u-

'psions of the\last chapter, f’am concerned to dea] with the

.following two issues._ First, I want to show that the impOSSi- .

‘bllity of neutra] observation,,as above, does not mean that |

"there can be no" standard Wh1Ch is neutral between SC]&ﬂtiﬂ'

',paradigms The fact that we must see the world’ through a
vv'dconceptual scheme, which-is app1ied to‘the stimuli we receive,
is not sUffieient to'deprive us of a'meansrwhereby‘we'can v
.examine different paradigms without committing ourseives to
.them. Second I want to dea] with Kuhn S claim that paradigms'
jare prior to any verbalization that can be made of them. I.m.

:shall examine the extent to which this must be true and

';:whether or. not this forces us to conc]ude the imp0551bility

i

"‘of finding a neutral p051tion between paradigms
' It is conceivable that, sometime in ‘the. future, manf

"“wiil meet with a race of equa]]y 1ntelligent beings which

S originate,from e]sewhere.in the Unlverse.} It seems plau51b1e

’

46



to suggest that such an encounter holds the foliowing possi-i
bilities.j The first is that the aliens wil] have a totally ‘ ﬁfiml

different conceptua] scheme from our own . and that this is

‘ent. sets of‘stimuli In; such a case, it may be possib]e for' hi}
"'geach race to.be aware of the xistence of ‘the other. but it .
1s most unlike]y that any meaZingfui contact or co operation'.
‘ cou]d take p]ace,:except oq the most primitive of Ievels |
| On the other hand, a 1arge degree of co- operation .
jbetween the two races might be possib]e.. We can construct. -
"the events after -the manner of many a sc1ence fiction story
.‘fThe space ship lands, the orew meet w1th the strange Iooking

3
aliens,'after some effort they manage to estab]ish a means

’of communication and some deg ee of co operation emerges
i between the two races. Let us suppﬂse that there is a great
difference between the overaii conceptual scheme which is .

"heid by the a11ens and that which 1s held by the humans .If‘;

.:this were S0, there . would be a- good dea] of 1ncommensurab1-

11ty between the different ways in. which they v1ewed the.

; -universe ' Bugf to the extent that they " communicate and

co operate, the two races must also share the same conceptual s
| lsystem Such 1nteraction wou]d beuimposs1b1e 1f they did S
not share the same expectations, and had different notions.:‘
'»ofspatia] 1ocation, did not recognize the same. obJects, etc s
within the universe of discourse of the communtcation which ?
,they had with each other . To share such a conceptua] scheme t

is a necessary condition for any communication to take p]ace



BT

_ It s, possib1e that the‘method‘of’communication used'.
1s quite different from those which are separate]y used by
the two races “and- that 1ts universe of discourse would app]y
“solely W1th1n“those—tonceptS“which'theyipad"ﬁn common“~<Thus.~w7f~
1t might be:said to favour ne1ther the conceptua1 scheme
‘ peculiar to the a]1ens or that which. 1s pecu11ar to the _ .hif
humans, but to be complete]y neutra1 between the two v1ew- ﬂ_’

Gboints Such a ‘common. means. of communication cou1d then

serve as, a neutra] standard between the differing ways of”-hﬂ
'seeing or as a base for exped1t1ons, by each group, into what‘fﬁ

s unfamil1ar about the conceptual system of the other How

'could suCh a, common standard be used for thls purpose7 Let

h;us suppose that the means of commun1cat1on 1n quest1on 1s a B

't1anguage whose universe of d1scourse 1s the common acth1ty

"'-1n which the humans and a]iens take part The 1anguage may

h be - used 1n two ways, for the purposes of’ exp1a1n1ng a concep--
-'tual scheme to a}peing who does not share 1t The flrst wou]d

be to express one s be11efs about a certain top1c d1rect1y

*J

1n that language, e g., express how one be]ieved certa1n

'iobJects to behave where the objects were mutua]ly recogn1zed

-

AHowever, such a method would have severe 11m1tat1ons since ’«

l

"the vocabu]ary of the language wou]d be restr1cted to those
,obJects and s1tuations wh1ch were governed by the common )
W'conceptual scheme.j A second more prom1s1ng method wouldw

vbe to use s1tuat10ns, wh1ch both parties understood to

B construct mode]s and analog1es which would 111ustrate one' 's :‘-_.2

,Own»system of thought.‘ One obv1ous diff1cu1ty with this cou]d
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be ‘that the common language may ‘not be rich enough, or em-"
brace endugh concepts. to al]ow meaningful analogies to be

........

made. It is quite possibie that the conceptual scheme which

~—4~w~~the~two races~have—in common may be extremelyhnarrow in’ its’

scope. but this does not mean that this must necessariiy be
bva.“ .
the case j?ere such a contact between beings like this: takes
T W

plnce I'fcan see nothing to countgagainst ‘the pOSSibility

that the common 1anguage should degﬂ with all and only those
~concepts which are mutually he]d andSthat it should be com-‘i‘..

plex enough to al]ow for anaiogies of fhe required kind

It should be noted that what the two races have in'
commbn is not the neutral observation of the raw data of their
: world, but a shared conceptua] scheme "1 have argued that : :f;
Such a conceptua] scheme can serve aswa standard which favours ;
neither of the different conceptua1~systems held by the two
groups of beings . From this, 1t follows that our inabiiity ,A'
to see the world without processing the stimuli which we |
' receive through the commitments to Wh1Ch we hold,. does not

imp]y that a. neutral standard between concebtual systems

cannot exist. ' ‘ ’
- It seems to me that th1$ is enough,to suggest that a
common standard between xonceptua] schemes may well exist
even though such a: standard presupﬁoses 1ts own conceptual
, scheme - We now needﬁto show what the neutral standard
between scientific paradigms cou]d be 1n a society and cul-
ture such as our own, and to demonstrate that such .a standard'u'

can perfectly we]] embody the %resuQPositions of its own
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conceptual system. I am indeb ed to C A Hooker forg&he ‘
arguments 39 support of this, but‘aJthough they are directed
,specificaily towards P K. Feyerabend s theories, I szh to
apply them to our’ discussion of Kuhn in the last chapter.~
The first point which wou]d seem to have a bearing o&
the existence of -a neutral standard between paradigms is a :f
factual_onef_wkuhn_suggests,_“that_when—a_changejgf—scientific—
.paradigm occurs, the sc1entist who has made the transition
Q_has come to live in a different wor]d as far- as his practice
. of science is co/cérned There is a change in his perception_ﬁ
in that he obser‘bs things ‘which he did not see before and

_ceases to perceive what he saw formerly The’ resu]ts of

fgesta]t exper1ments suggest how® this change can occur, and

',:fhistoricai examp]es make it plausible to suggest that there

_'has been sughaa switch in vi51on between paradigms He does
| not accept the v1ew that what changes between paradigms 15;

"not the obJects which the scieﬂtist perceives but his intér-

B ,pretationqof stable and neutra] data which are independent k

‘lJof the imposition of any conceptua] system.‘ As 'we have seen, 3
v.;he argues that such neut:al dat! do not exist but that ‘the' -
'*.point of view taken by the scientist, determines Mhat the ;i,
'fdata are. Sensory experience is not fixed and neutral but.,vg
it. varies, for the sc1entist, acbording to the normal scienti:r
f fic tradition which he accepts . Kuhn bases this c]aim on |

.';what he sees as tbe resu]ts of certain psychoiogical experi-‘ 3

' ;‘ments3 which are. incompatible with a theory of the mind and

, ’-wof perception which would be needed for a tenabie account of
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- pech%Ving ‘one: set of data to perceiv1ng another, and the

"By

neutral observation Thus. when a scientist changes to _'
another paradigm he does not just change his principles

of interpreting what he sees in the wor]d he . switches from
s~ .

]

' very materia] which could be the subJect of interpretation, 'f
'~{itse]f, changes ‘ ’ | BRI '
b wouid“now iike—to—examine—how—this—fares~in the— iight——

o Qf'a‘factuai c]aim,\counter to,that above.5 It is.reasonabie

toibeliewe'that a'change'in'scientific theoriesfof paradigms
“is not accompanied by changes in the non conceptuai physica]
-context to which they apply In other words, a]though a .
.difference in'my conceptuai system might make a difference

‘f'to how T organize ‘the stimuii which 1 receive, this will make

;'no change 1n the nature of the stimuli Aiso, there is 1itt1e

'.reason to be]ieve that the structure of man S sensory equip- ,‘

'ment exhibits significant variation qr has changed signifi-

'.':cantly withfq historicai times Fina]ly, on scientific grounda

:Jwe can claim bhat the stimuiated state of an organism s sen-

I ;
_sbry equipmentiﬁepends oniy on the confext causal]y respons-‘

‘hl.ible for the stimuiation, and the neuro physioiogical structur%

. L ﬁf
. of the sensory equ#pment From this, we can conciude that in a

;f;the same physicai é%nditions the stimu]ated states of a group
of people who heid t% different paradigm wodqz ali be- more

”;,on ]ess the same 4 Of course, as Kuhn points out, the ,
'"Tstimulation of an organism s sensory equ1pment does not b
itse]f determine what the perceptual experience of the, fjff

,‘;3indiv1dua1 is going to be or the beliefs which he wili form .
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as a‘consequence“of this. ‘whatfa'persohf5ees 1s also-a”func-'

ﬂtion of his beliefs expectations, desires, training. etc. - .
"“-vAll this would lead to the posiylation that perception

s fundamentally a process -of- selection, abstraction and

: transformation in the cortex of which culminates in a’ conr

scious judgmental state To validate Kuhn s claim that what

. tion whilst ever. we remained sane.3

- the scientist sees varies w1th the paradigms which he accepts,
‘Wwe must establish thaé among thOSe factors which are active.t
in determining the cortical perceptual proceSsing of the o
:'incoming phy51cal information. are the scientific paradigms- |
” which the percipient accepts . Now¥, Hooker cites some results‘

?of psychological research which suggest that the theoretical

f‘beliefs which a percipient might have,_do not in fact 1nflu-
j5ence his perceptual processing act1v1ty, save for some expecta
“tions which are almos& totally peripheral to the pursuit of |
‘.’modern science.. He demonstrates the plau51bility of thlS by .
'pointing out that although Aristotle, Newton and Einstein all
| ‘had different theoretical beliefs about what happens at sun-
}1 set, yet they all had the same experience of a "round golden
'light in the sky mov1ng closer and closer to the horizon
i He believes "t is no accident that no theory has been put j
'forward under which the sun is square or green or observably
' ;stationary in the sky ' For the fact of the matter’ 1s that
}“lit Is- downright impossible to believe that our theories could1

‘affect our perceptypns of‘these aspects of the sunsetn51tua—

Insofar as a paradigm is - a system of theoretical beliefs



this would appear to be a‘strong counter ciaim to the view

;which Kuhn espouses we cou]d argue th t in fact the S

| scientifis paradigm which one holds does not inf]uence theiu

7'~contents of perception 1n the manner or to the extent which-
‘Kuhn suggests., We cod]d agree with him- in accepting that an’

'important eiement of the-perceptual process is determined by y

genera] beliefs, expectations, etc o but ho]d that specific
'_theoretica] be]iefs, such as those of science, have no import-
and influence on what the scientist perceives. Thus, we
.'would have a set of data which are stab]e and neutra] with
regard to the beiiefs embodied 1n scientific theories ” But,j
as we have seen, Kuhn does not regard paradigms as sets of R
theoreticaﬂ beliefs, rather, he thinks thgt they exist prior."
to. and hence determine what the contéht of theories is to

. be. 7 ~I do not think however, that this consideration is"
suffic1ent to make Kuhn 's p051tion 1rre1evant as far as .. th156:7
-argument is’ concerned Although a paradigm may underlie thegg
;:'theoretical beiiefs which -a person ho]ds in the manner which'

Kuhn describes, this does nothing to a]ter the fact that such

'beliefs do not infiuence his perceptuai processing activ1ty. .

'h'Now it must be- the case that a certain specific paradigm or

"set of them determines those beliefs 1nsofar as 1t is prior
v”to them Thus,'it couid be said that the specific determina-‘f
N-gtion of a- paradigm, as far as theoretical be]iefs are con- .
‘]fcerned, does not . 1nf1uence one 's perceptual processing acti-f;
IV1ty It would seem from this, therefore{'that we can reason-:

' .ably speak of a core of perceptua] experience which, as a j

../



, '//matter of fact, is independent of those scientific paradigms
. accepted at the time.5 | "_ "
| Second]y, we . can argue for the existence of a conceptua]
';,scheme which is free from commitment to any specific sciénti-

fic theory Ne can single out those concepts, the posse;sion‘

of which is a necessary_condition forwhaving-1ntei]ing1e__¢w_
perceptua1 experience Thus. as Hooker puts it.p “at thev,* |
| fundamental 1eve1, we have the categoriai concepts of space,
- time, causa]ity, identity, qua]ity and so on'“ At a more

) specific leve] stil] they inc]ude determinates of these i N

determinable properties? If we put a]l these together, We :

'l find that we have a’ coherent conceptua] scheme and-thatsthe
f;posse551on of . such a scheme is a necessary condition for
”inteliigibie sensory experience o L o
e while there 1% a reasonab]e measure of p]ausibility
_about this, as pres nted by Hooker, I am not sure that the;
“_nature of the neces ity of th%s conceptua] scheme for 1nte1- ;

' ,1igib1e sensory ex‘erience is a' clear as- it might be 'I X

w'i.mthink a good ease éould be made ' r saying that the possession
-of some Conceptuai system is 1ogica11y necessary for any o
.‘i = ’meaningful perceptua] experience, but this leaves the ques-fe
| itions of whether this must be some one set of concepts which."
B al] must share,'or whether there is a variety of such sets,
'and if those which Hooker lists are all logically necessary-ﬁm”
'(for coherent perception The treatment of these questions‘i'

would demand the scope of a separate work, and consequent]y,c;

. I cannot answer them here in any kind of detai] Neverthe-tt'



’.1esS“'I think that the fo1lowing co!m%nts w111 enab1e us to /:7*

'come to a reasonab]e eonc]usion. The first 1s that there

"_-appear to be. at 1east a few concepts which must be possessed hf:

“:5ﬁas a logically necessary condition for coherent percept1on.

-’fThus, for examp1e, any conceptua] scheme which recogn1zed

'"*obaective particu]ars 1n“its“ontoﬂogy wou1d*a1so—have—to—;“;;ff;
Zpossess the notions of spatia] location and mater1a1 bodies,g__
“yand it 1s arguable that an ind1v1dua1 ‘who had no conception
,.of obJective parttculars cou d not be said to be a perce1ver.p“
:Secondly, it is apparent th t there 1s a]most complete under-ah

-gstanding on a basic and pract1ca1 level, among the entire

:‘human race and_perhaps, though to a ]esser extent between

v'jhumans and animals (I am not sure in what way 1t cou1d be T
suggested that a dog has a conceptual system, but he can: come f
‘ “when we call him, eat h1s food when - we g1ve 1t to. him, and :
"pfind his way about the ne1ghbourhood ) we can, sure]y'con-h‘i
Jc]ude from this that as far as the more 1og1ca11y prim1t1ve‘f{
ws“concepts are concerned there is a certa1n bas1c set wh1ch :f
:hjis shared by a11 men Th1rd1y, to pdssess a concept it 1s‘.”

hnecessary to be able to apply 1t._ Thus,'1f I have the notion

~’1bof spat1a1 1ocat1on I must also have the idea of what 1t 1s

‘~;gjfor ObJeCtS\¢O be 1n d1fferent pos1t1ons and th1s 1n turn

f_imp11es that I know what 1t 1s for things to be in spec1f1c

‘d;positions re]ative to each other we see, therefore, howf;»TV
_'Hooker can build h1s conceptual system from'“categoriaI con-f‘

pts"‘ through "determ1nab1e concepts" to "determ1nates of ?l
A ]0

these determinable propert1es | In the 11ght of these-'

L
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“acomments, I think that we are in a position to conclude,

S ‘on conceptual grounds, that there is a coherent conceptual

u\) o I,' )

¥ '-~scheme which is shared by all men, at least in fact if not
from logical or metaphysical necessity we can see that~a

:'7language, embodying oniy those concepts..wouid be free from
¥ 3

"5~, any specific theoretica] commitment, for we have identified

the conceptual scheme on ]ogica] grounds and with reference o

"“to only the most genera] of human characteristics.,»s .

Fina]iy, we can extend the scope of such a neutrai

genera1 conceptua] scheme in the iight of the fo&ﬂowing\:_ |
‘j‘factual considerations.v We may reasonabﬂh;sﬁppose that the: |
.,Ipossession of a. concept is closeiy boundﬁup hith the possess-,

| ion of a certain neuro phySical cortical structure and of
h‘certain_EEFiﬁééimﬁ;éééséiﬁé“£é2hn1q9es. ﬁﬁe‘may aiso'assume B
. that the corticai structure of a person is a function of his =
.q'h;env1ronment first and by his 'socio- cuiturak enVironment \)}f

»rsecond Thirdiy, we may reasonab]y assume "that at. ieast |

for literate western man (but sure]y a]so for most men "if;jl

r,whether literate and "western" or- not), the macro physicai

}and fundamentai soc10 cuitura] environments }n which they are
':"~raised are essentiaiiy the same “]] ) ; _"_ '
"; From these assumptions, Hooker fee]s we can conciude g:f
'thhange in the}incoming stimuli which are fed to the cortexhwﬁ%ﬂb
'ifror the’ processing of those stimuli in the cortex,'and thatafpi?f
'_<L~there is no significant variation among present day men asfhghﬁl
i}ffar as this is concerned What this means. 1s that the sense .

T : RTINS
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organs of all humans,,provided those organs are not defective.f
will respond in essentially the same way to any given stimu-,“

lus. Further, if we can correlate the state of the human

"‘5_ cortex with the conceptual scheme which is held we can con-f‘h

r-ﬁ clude that there is essentially one conceptual system. for

7

the processing of stimuli, which is common to all humans

3?,ﬂGive this,} we are now in al position to assert that funda- |

mental perceptual experience is the same for all men If
th1s 1s S0, then, at this level, a description of what is
perceived will be independent of any. specific scientific
theories which occur during the historical evglution of
sc1ence Consequently, we have a wide context of observa-
tion which 1s neutral between any compet1ng sc1ent1fic con-

texts and which.may be described 1n a language which 1s freef'

' [1 from any oommitment to. any spec 1c theory

P W

| ent conceptual schemes for their 1ntellig1bility 1t also

We have shown.xso far, that the imp0551bility of
observation without the imposition of a conceptual scheme

possessed by the perceiver, 1s not SUfflClent to rule out the -

: existence of a level of perception which 1s neutral between

'tany spec1f1c theory Since different theories requ1re”ﬂ1fﬁgr-

r
follows that the collection of concepts necessary for this

neutral observation are independent of those which are pecu- ,

liar to the theory in question ' In the light of this, 1t

| was suggested that the uncommitted observation level might _9}

serve ‘as. a standard against which the qharacteristics of two ‘.

different conceptual schemes could be examined The 51gnif1;f
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cance of the statements of a theory cou]d be demonstrated

3 logies in terms of that ianguage.;"

--to one who did not accept its underiying conceptuai scheme.

by translation into the common, neutra] 1anguag|;f§£ by aﬂh

The question now arises, however, as-t,;,

:-pOSSGSSTOn Of ‘a- common, neutral conceptual S.YS" o Wy'.l'thw'lts

' attendant language, wouid be sufficient for the understand-
”ing of such ana]ogies and mode]s For Kuhn, one of the most

'71fundamenta1 e]ements of beionging to a- particuiar sc1entif1c

4

*tradition is possessing the abiiity to see the’ resemb]ance

¢

"'of varieties of situations to the var10ds sc1ent1f1c achieve-/a
"ments which are regarded, at that time, as supp]ying the -

‘ffoundations for further practice Such achievements are_.LJ

hreferred to,_by Kuhn, as exemp]ars shared by the appropriate

”VKrscientific community ' The abiiity to recognize and act on ?_,:

‘such resemb]ances constitutes the fol]owing of the correct

_‘throcedure within a sc1entif1c tradition, and amounts to see-i

:7ing the worid in a certain Way ‘"He (the sc1entist) views

,the situations that confront him in the same gesta]t as other'f

n12

A7members of his spec1alists group Only when a student o

- has the abiiity to see the prob]ems which he is given to

'solve as iike those examp]es to which he has been giwen the

18

‘ a{fso]utions, 1s he on the way to becoming a member of the',,gf

’»;exemplars which he accepts? Ne have a]ready noted Kuhn s'

RS scientific community

i By what criteria, then, does a sc1entist categorize

Ke

ﬁthe situations he encounters as being ‘the same type as the:
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view that this activity cannot be ana]yzed in- verbal state-
mentsc Situations are- not recognized as being members of a f
group because there is some one thing which is coMmon to .

each of them, nor can. the procedure._by which they are ‘seen

' ,mwmas membersmof_such asgroup..be presented as“theufollowjng__en__

'-of a set of exp]ic1t ruies and assumptions.; The temptation

- to. ask for “the criteria by which particuiar situations arb

grouped 1nto similarity sets shou]d be resisted 1n this.

w13

pase. Instead the categorization of the situations

"encountered in scientific activ1ty is to be accounted for” in

terms of a famiiy resemblance reiation which ho]ds between

B :each item in the 51mi1ar1ty set Thus, rather than learning

'_acquires the skilﬂ of being abie to recognize ce

'acqu1ring ruies for d01ng 1t

a theory and a set of rules for app]ying it, the sc1entist

ain famiiy
resemb]ances to the examp]es which he has been shown ]4 It
foi]ows from this that when a. student has been educated in o

scientific procedures he has not iearned a set of exp]ic1t

.rules together NTth the area.of their appiication,‘rather he

. has iearned a capac1ty for piacing certain phenomena w1th1nv’

certain c]assifications

~ Kuhn refers to such an accomp]ishment as “tactic know-[

liedge" which is 1earned by d01ng sc1ence rather than by

]5 But what sort of account

‘:_can we give of it? Kuhn is unsure if, 1ndeed "knowiedge"'
is the correct expression to be used in this case, but he-.
"ifeels that there are. reasons for: expioring it: "It has been t,

m‘transmitted through education, it has, by tﬁ#%i been found .
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' more effective than its historica1 competitors in a group $
current environment, and, fina]]y, it is subJect to change
both through further education and through the discovery |
of misfits with the environment 7 But, it is unlike our i“i
norma] use of a word in that; “we have no direct access to i

-

~““““““"“wha't“it is“we“know, no‘roi—s*or generalizationS“With which_““‘““f
 to express this knowledge .18 | | ‘“~ | N
It appears as' if Kuhn con51ders this know]edge, which
under]ies our asiiity to- p]ace 51tuations w1th1n 51m11ar1ty
sets, as being simiiar in kinds to that ‘which can be. exp11c1t-

. ly stated in verba] fOrm 1 would hjke to suggest, however,
that his result of a scientific training wou]d be more accu-
rate]y described as a skill As such we can express it more.

' expeditiously in terms of "knowing how", rather than "know-
ing that", according to the distinction ‘Which has been made d

by Gilbert Ryle 17 Thus, an 1mportant part of the scientist s
training con51sts of inculcating the skill of arranging his -
discoveries 1n the appropriate resemb]ance sets The sc1ent;h'
ist “knows how“ to deal 1n this way, with the 51tuations he
encounters, but this does. not entail that he 1s therefore

.,aware of an explicit set of ru]es which he must consc1ous]y

fo]low in order to demonstrate his ability., Knowing how to :
do something is not equivaient to know1ng that a certain

number of prop051tiops are. true but 1t 1s the acquirement | ~g-

of a disp051tion, though not a "51ngTe track“ d]SpOS1t10n

like a reflex or a habit 18- ii' o : ,"'? o ‘f‘.pcf!;fﬁ

There are criteria according to which one can Judge o

PR
p o .



'whether of not a. person possesses a certain skill,_but the
'exercising of his ability 1s ‘not. depea‘ent on: hls aVowing

and consciously following a series of rules.]9 Thus, although

'the scibntist may. not be. in a position to state the cr1teria “1';\'

according to which he sees certa1n situations in the light

anyﬂ,:of certain resemblance relations, his colleagues are able to /.

- judge his ab1l1ty to see things in the required way, or.

h’indeed, whether he possesses the necessary sklll at all.
_‘ If the acqulsit1oﬁ of this kind of sk1ll is esseng al
. for the membersh1p of a scient1f1c trad1t10n we can see that
the debate between success1ve theories cannot be conducted
in terms of . a neutral Tanguage alone - It will be imposs1ble..

for me to understand the position of - one. who has. developed f

a compet1ng theory unless I acquire his ab1l1ty to see situa- 3
‘tions as members of the s1milar1ty sets to wh1ch his’ theory f
'arefers Thus. I can only grasp the s1gn1f1cance of h1s
theoretical assert1ons when I know how to v1ew th1ngs accord- .
‘-1ng to the relat1on in wh1ch he sees them For me, he - w1ll |
never be able to translate h1s theory 1nto the neutral langu-
yage, or use it for the construction of modelsqand ana1091es -
unless I develop the capacity to recogn1ze the same\?ESembl-_d
':ance relationsh1ps w1th which, he, works 'v ;f.. o . 7;" o
Would it be possible for me to atta1n that ab111ty
and yet reta1n my own- way of seeing the world’ There may

be some cases where the recognit1on of the new resemblance

f:;rela11on between situations might 1nvolve an 1nabillty to

. f;rejfrn to the old He, can tHink of analogous cases concernede

-~
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\ twith otherdskills:"Someone;cguld'teaCh:himseli to play the
\V'; organ and develop a technique which was passably successful
But, if he decides to take proper les;bnf and consequently |
- ‘learns a new technique from his teacher, he may find it |

impossible, after he has thoroughly assimilated the correct

T t

method, to return to that which he had bbfore. : am not so.

sure, however, of the extent to which this sor of incompati- '
bility could arise between the. different similarity sets of °
| competing theories Each group would still be able to .
identify its’ own exemplars and‘the situations which were,
'regarded ad resembling them and, given this, it seems unlike—
ly that to. learn how to categorize Situations in the mannerv

‘of the 0pp051ng group is to abandon permanently, one's own

way of seéing the world

.%Q X Underlying the general,.neutral, scheme of observation,
v
_ outlined above, there must, be the ability to group situations
I T . .
= according to the standards of resemblance demanded f%{ this

L AR
'y, -

level of perception. The éhange fr%g one sc1entific tradi-,Q:f‘
tion to another will leave this. ability,largely untouched
since the: new way of . seeing 1nvolves only a relatively small
and Specific part of experience Thus, 1f I teach my%elf t?

o group situations in the manner démanded for the significancg
“J'of my opponent s theory, 1t would always be p0551ble for me

0 to recall the ability demanded for my. own, t::;jgh-cues taken E

A%
' from the heutral observation context The pertsal of the J
l'} lists of phenomena’which my own ;heory regarded as’ being of

the same kind, should be suff1c1ent to re establish the ability

T pe



'would fail’ to revive the capabilities necessary for under~~ﬂ

standing them. T

'how to see the wor]d acCording to another system of resembl~‘

4

~ e A aememoincbs

. which 1ed to such a grouping. and it seems uniikeiy that an

examination of -the statements of my own scientific tradition

s
.,

e8|

ST -think- we -can- conclude, then;»that -We- have a—concep=

tua] scheme and a ievel of pbservation which is- not committedfﬂ f

'to any specific theory‘ We have also,the abi]ity to learn

&»

-ances without necessariiyﬂabandoning our .own. It seems, there-

fore, that we are in a. position to understand a scientific

tradition without making it our own. . '

.,
PN
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In Chapter 2 we saw the resemblances between normal

d

rrscientific traditions and metaphysical systems as defined

~’_____,b,y_Natlshﬂ__.The__»natur:e—-cn‘--~--i:he-r:li-sagreement—betwee,n %wo~pe0ple———J
' who differed in their acceptance of scientific paradigms- ' |

D T, e
' o) S
. el 3

?metaphysical systems, is concerned, in both»cases, with the

;and the disagreemen¢ between those whd accept different

3'f=failure,'by the opposing parties, to share -the same\under-n
rlying rules for the conducting of . their respective enter- d

~ fprises However,.as far as thjn‘cientific tradition 1s con- .

oo

'1rcerned, the. underlying factorsgw‘ich determine the sighifi.:f'?ﬁ

cance of its theoretical assertions cannot be sufficiently o
a qg:unted for in terms of a set Df explicit rules\and assump-":'
ti

As we have seen, a person must be - able to arrange
N »' 7
S certain situations 1nto fhe resemblance sets recognized by a

:‘;:specg‘#c sc1ent1fic tradition in order for him to understand | }' S

V

i'{i'tﬁe meaniﬂg of its theoretical assertions.. But. is- such @n

account §ufficient to include all the factors which underlde

the significance of sc:entific theoretical assertionsf f

: }.'? .
S R i
.«"’){

rstated and which seém to ca}ture exactly, certain as“ ”

4

There are SOme principles which can be explic1§§}

) W -7
-and pre supp051tion§‘which u derlie both sc1ent1fi'

'tions and metaphysical systems“ It does indeed §e_c
'4g l P

*'true that we wOuld-give our unqualified assent tﬂ

N

. N L.
2 . . .
.X e .
L0 e - S
. L -



T

e

‘w"" Cow B _ . .
ments as “things just don t happen for no reason at all"

~l“things don 't literally vanish without trace", in the way

that walsh suggests.]

deal of p]au31bility in the‘lfggestion that it is possible~

There wou]d a]so appear to be a gneatfgw.i

to cnmpjle a- list_of prJncip]es_which.a_person_is_prepared

A

IR

l

b

to accept without question If a persbn hoids to a certain -
view of things, whether that view is.a metaphysical system,'_
or that invo]ved in. accepting a specific seienfific tradis o

tion, there is’ bound to be a number of general statements

which..if true, wou]d be incompatib]e with that who]e _system

e -

or tradition, rather than any limited number of statements*

within it Instead for it to be possib]e.to continue to

- see. things in terms of that metaphy51ca1 system or scientific

tradition, logicaily, one must deny that these statements are
true -For examp]e, to suggest that some things can happen

for no reason a% ai] 1s to say something which wouid bo

: 1ncompat1ble w1th a rationa] pursuit of present sc1ent1f1c

activities Thus, there is a sense in which someone who .
ho]ds to a metaphy51ca1 system or sc1ent1fic tradition,would
have to accept certain pr1nc1p1es w1tqut question.’ Their ‘

denial is 1ogica11y incompatiﬁie W1th the v1ew he has of the lfp

Y

: wor]d It 1s fair]y safe, therefore, to assume that every

o such vLew,of things must entail ;he acceptance of certain

L1

categoria] princ1ﬂﬁes

’

"{. But 'gue fact - that a set of absolute pre suppositions

g could be d rived from a metaphysicai*system or scientific

trad?tion does no% mean that these are the factors which




......

- % ,‘.w ;t.",v- (

determine the meanings of the stategﬁnts which fo]low from . .

}b them -We may be ab?e to disc ver the statements which a. -
scientist or metaphysician would be committed to believe‘bf,‘

1n without question. ‘but ‘it is another matter to say that it”

“aqs his acceptance of. these which gives Qis'b 11ef structure

the dist1n¢t1vi';ormat which 1t has Na]sh .“"ffw 5
'rhcategorial pr1ncip1es act as rules or princip]es of 1nter-:'
gpretation which are app]ied to experience 1n order to yie]d
'the dist1nct1ve systems of particu]ar metaphysical or. as
:fo]lows from what We have said, scientif1c trad1tions.¢yThe
._statements which are not\open to question, as. far as such a

‘_,.-‘ \ .-

‘fsystem is concerned,Aserée'to def1ne and guide the procedure

of the system ! ,t necessary to assent to categoria]

*'pr1nc1p1es in order to beiong to a particuTar metaphys1ca1
' |

’ *or sc1entif1c trad1t1on? It wou]d seem that 1t 1s,not. and L )

E ..1ndeed that the factors whlch ultimate]y determ1ne the ‘ﬁ;‘

. L
T
! .

. theoretical statements of such trad1t1ons cannot 1nc1ude

-

‘assent to verba] statements at al] '?\

There are two reasons for th1s T2§ f1rst is the

diff1cu1ty in d1scover1ng what the categpr1a1 presuppos1-’h77;{1,

._tions 13 any g1ven trad1t1on hw'en to- M\' Let us assume
that we have exp]aIned the&ﬁ?
tions to a member of some‘ﬁ,"

btion Hav1hg done so, we: then‘ask hlm to list the categorial

;j of - absolute pre supposie'.“

‘YS1ca1 or sc1entif1c trad1-

principTes to wﬁich he‘ho]ds. It appeari.to ‘me that it 1s‘ f

*only hfter a good deal of thought that°’h‘co-fﬂ$produce a’

'5.1 .

i

,_:1ist and that there 1s no guaranteef

S
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cghpiete . We; egwnot expect people to be abie to enumerate

4their categorfai principies when asked and it is plausibie-gg"

"to su‘ﬁpst that maﬁ? people have not given a’ moment's thought

o as to- what their absoiute presupp051tions might be If this

ins so, it is very uniikeiy that the view peop]e have of the'

A'g wor]d is determined by a set of categoriai principies which

' ;they expiicitiy ho]d If a scientist. who worked within an o

”ZDescartes and Spinoza to present a scheme of knowledge which = t

"'explicit prjncipie.

' his attitude to thefWOer‘upop hi?'acceptance of that lQ‘

: struCted asoa serie § 7

o identifiabie scientific tradition; found himself unable to

give a iist of absoiute pre- supposivions according to which

»a

'}he Worhed we would not deny him the right to membership of

Wgthat tradition, and as we have seen, Kuhn remarks on the fact o

Ln]

5@jtha%mdt is very difficu]t to 1soiate a set of ruies and
;1Er1n01p]es which wiil satisfactoriiy account for a given
fii:ffscientific tradition 3 NouTd the same hoid true for a meta-_ife
Ciﬂ-e?physical system? MUCh depends on what the system happends |

"tf-to be Some philosophers have tried to construct a system

which depends so]eiy on a. certain number of spec1f1c prin-yﬂf'

Qe;ciples for: its vaiidity ' Thus, we have the attempts of

"1s unquestﬁonabiy certain., However, 1f we consider the case e

}3'of the materialist who con31ders that it 1s out of the ques; };
p;tion to think that there might be features of experience .
-7which couid not be satisfactoriiy accounted for in naturai

huterms, it is open to questibn as to whether or not he bases'”

.

de s

.pe“haPS, be con-? :v;fr*

W&ht upori a system .



. -of absolute pre suppositions, but it seems just as ]1ke1y
'lj‘that 1t takes the same form as a scientific tradition. It
s qu1te possib]e, that one cou]d be a mater1a1ist. 1n Na]sh s

'”fsense, without being ab]e to formu]ate the relevant set of |

",-v‘-f "‘M Aﬂ"

";categorial pr1nc1ples It appears—to—be—tlnser—to—a—sctenttw—-ﬁ
:efic\traditton than the rather artifdcia] set Up of a méta- ;~"
2 physical scheme developed from f1rst princip1es.. Mater1alism
v:f .1s m re 11ke -a way of seeing and 1nterpreting the world than-?

o

"7}the ‘rescription of a r1gid scheme Gf 4nterpret1Ve prtncipIes,“3

" Second]y, we have Gt]bertlgyle's argdment against the

”view hat for the 1nte111gent eX€cution® of an operation 1t

’ "must be c0nducted by the consc1ous f0110w1ng of some exp11c1t y,
_rrules and pr1nc1p1es.5“

. :“

'-part in sc1ent1f1£ act1v1t1es, accord1ng to a certain trad1-
#

Let us assume that for me to take .

| s;tion, or for me to be a metaphysic1an of a certain school

it is necessary that I fo]]ow certatn spec1f1c ruies and _17_jwa

o . N l’ '
ﬁassume certa1n princ1p1es . But, in order for me to work

13*" 1nte1ligent1y with those pr1ncip1es 1t 1s necessary for me ’

o “to know how to app1y them To know how to app]y them, either ;f

‘f I have to be aware of certa1n exp11c1t pr1nc1p1es which I.'; -
shoj?d folTow or I have a certatn ab1l1ty to apply them wh1ch

IS qu1t§?d{fferent from propos1tiona1 know]edge If 1t 1s 3a .Te

"~~ [

: necessary that I Jﬁare‘of+§hggggync1p1%; then must I be.f!
aware of some further pr1nc191es 1n order to know how to :mhhf
. app]y them"' If the nnswer is aff1rmat1ve, we aréweﬂ on
;ﬁ%g#-uay to generat1ng an 1nf§nite regress of pr1nc1p]es'

'R5 necessary for the 1nterpretat1on of pr1nc1p1es Ry]e s way'fv'd'

. . ) P . . - o - o .
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out’ of this difficulty s the distinction between knowin{szlfaii

".ﬁhow and knowing that Tﬁis."knowing how to apply maxims

'cannot be reduced to or d riVed from the acceptance of these

"v*or any other maxims

u5

This is sufficient I think, for us-. to conclude that

”f ategotial princ1ples are not sufficient to aceount finally. _fd

‘,‘for the determining factor of the signifinance of any scienti-’:;

.\#

ific or- metaphysical traditions . If a set of absolute pre-hi

715uppositions is isolated we still require some further

/

'*-'dexplanation of the criteria according to which they are rele-~““

g

'vantly applied If we are to avoid Ryle s regress, we must o

ladmit that eVen the acceptance of categorial principles

‘“7involves the possQSSion of a. certain skill in Jsing them

If. this is so w~~can reasonably conclude that every scientijff]f

‘fftfcategorial:pr1nc1ples is quite superfluous From t&bﬁstand-m

i:tp01nt of'a world v1ew their postulg&gon is unnecea&gry and |
rf;'requires further explanation 1n terms of the ability tﬁ apply "fja

v '~;them As far as science 1s concerned the postulation of~~-

1itheir existence as the determining factor of scientifid‘

'ff"enquiry is quite implau51ble, and " the. same. goes for meta_; L

iphysical systems 1nsofar as they are the approach which is tf?°*

RS S

:'taken towards an understanding of eVents in the world

In Chapter l, we noted that Christian be113$ seems to B




_‘5dePend on the acceptance of certain abso]ute pre suppositions ?-'
‘hfwhich are ‘not shared by everyone. It seems to me that we

i:pare now in a position to cTarify this. whatever it may be, ff<f5

, 'fTChristian belief does not take the form of a metaphysica]

“.System which is. rigidiy argued from first pr1nc1p1es.,”rnéf;*'

:"stead it bears more resemb]ance to a scientific tradition A
in that 1t depends on-a: certain way of seeing certain events.p;

}EVen if- the acceptance of the cosmoiogical reiation is to

Y

"fomold'a Certain absolute presupposition it is. still the case B

'7:that one must know how to apply the Pr1nC1pleS Wh‘Ch one;t

',:holds. The 1ncommensurab1e factor. then. between those who
. P ,

’.5accept the statements of Christian theism are meaningfu]

??"and those who do not is to. be acc_unted for in terms of not

«fﬂfknowing how td see the woer in t e way that the Christian g f:

lpdf"views ity and; for the Christian,‘the 1nabulity to view things

uz.{hold to different sicentif1c traditions and nhat these occur

A"{.in the manne‘ of the atheist It wo,uld appear, therefore,
3uthat the discussion between the theist and the atheist 1n-f

”corporates a]i the 1mped1ments existing between those who f

'“ﬂfor exact]y the same reasons. Thus, any method Wh103§W%¥]d

'eiiminate misunderstand1 n? between those who fail to grasp

the 51gn1f1cance of each other s theoreticai assertions can,«' o
also be used to dispe1 that which occurs between the atheist

and the Christian

In the light of the last %hapter we can assume the '

L

h?*aexistence of a leve] of observation which 1s neutra] between §§§

| 'SPecific commitments to ang ‘ecific sc1ent1f1c theory yiidfﬁ



_,the same token. we can conclude its neutraiity between theism

yor atheism.h The general conceptua] scheme which we sketched

'"‘;Imust be common to either, as members of the same race, and

f_as we can safely say for our purposes, cuiture. Opposing

| 7fs°‘°"t1ff° theories are incompatibie with each other because‘"‘“

'{Jthey make conflicting statements about the situations which

o are- neutral between them.‘ If this were not so, it is d1ff1- ‘pf

i

~ﬂcuit to see how disagreement cou]d ever occur since there

'wouid be nothing about which to dispute. Each theory would
proceed in its own way without making contact with the other‘;“

i;and although incommensurabie, they wou]d be quite compatib]eq-3‘

T with each other. “In the ‘s.ame way, insofar as the statements

”“‘Vﬁto see the 51tuations which they encounter 1n the manner

|
‘:of Christ$%n theism confiict wwth those of atheism, this must

‘be $O because they both refer to 51tuations which are neutrai

R
@

'fjbetween them _ . |
we have seen how the 1acﬁwof understanding between the

-two sets of opponents .stems frometheir mutuai iack of abiiity

4 - .... T »‘:-'\w'

fﬁjfwhich the 51gnificance of the opposing theoreticai statements_ o

’ “{;demands. Thus, 1n order for the atheist to understand the

umeaning of the statements of theism, he must be ab]e to see

ithings according to the manner of the theist who must meet

ytffsimilar requirements 1f he is to understand his opponent

‘f-The same, of course, applies to those who hold to different

'sc1entific traditfons ?”;24

| In the 1ast chapter we looked briefly at the question
"{_'of whether or mot one cou]d iearn another way of seeing situa-nf_i

,,'. ' - o "_‘f.




et -
RS

| V:reduirediis'the;abi_

dtain resembiance

‘fctions whiie, at the same time.vretaining his own. It.appearsh'

;{fo me ‘that - s possible. In the first place, the skill

ty to see situations as members of cer=, .

'ets different from those Which underiie

~f'one S own theOreticai statements But. fundamenta]iy,- hese

" the analogy is crude, as Kuhn has paJd

‘7 ythat some people have more‘dffficulty

;I think that the folTowing 1s a fairiy satisfactory accdunt :
U of how this can be done The abiiity to recognize certain'

| ‘3'resemb1ance sets TS the abiiity to p]ace'correctiy any'new'v

':ustanding has occurred a person can discover“V'
”tthat his opponent p]aces 1n 51miiarity sets w:~

_him to be Tike pureiy arbitrary arrangements,‘ If he studies

]'sitba&ions are neutrai between the theories being discussed
hand to Tearn the worid V1ew necessary for the 51gnificance

u,7of opposing theoreticai statements, is to Tearn to arrange L

the same 1tems 1n a different way ' To use an analogysxit

fwouid be rather Tike cuitivating the abiiity to group cars

-according to engine size ‘as weTT as accordin- to make _]BUt'

out; it is apparent '

"?_Tearning to see ‘the "

':worid in a different way. t"an they wouid haVe in grouping

. cars according _to, different criteria

1 am, however, Fairly confident ‘that the abiiity to ‘df?jfj,

ﬂgroup situations in more than one way can be achieved, and

A;situations which appear.‘ Thus, where a breakdown 1n under-

e situitions
- b

¢h seem to

h'- the situation, he can learn to predict how hTS opponent wouid S
.-‘c1a§51fy new 51tuat10ns ThTS ability coqu be attained |

7through the scrutiny of those examp]es which are regarded

“ .



‘J?

c as paradigmatic of the sets and. those situations which fali - .
into them,zor any of the/procedures by whichwks c!me to learn e
how sityations are arranged into the sets required by his own __]
theories It may be the case that som people cou]d deve]op

»u_t__this additional_skill, on]y_at the”cost ofmJOSinguthelr own._._ .

e

but it is arguab]e that this is. attributab]e to ‘merely. psycho-it'
I...logicailcharacteristics."}t is not ]ogically necessary that
ﬁthis should be-so.. It is p]ausibie to think\of»a ‘man saying
‘4"Accord1ng to how my opponent sees things he wou]d conSider'
this situation to be in a certain nesemblance set Wh1Ch ‘he
recognizes and thus he derives the following theoretiea] <
‘statement about it In my own case, my theoretical state-
'ments fo]low from a different n!?emblance re]ation "_ |
‘ If we . can learn to see situations according to sets
which differ from our own we can p;t ourse]ves in the pOSl-;‘;
.- tion where we areﬂable to’ understand wﬂ%ﬁ the assertions oﬂ
. N
~-an opp051ng theory are c]aiming about the Situationq,which
are neutral between both theories It would appear that @his,;_
prov1des us with some criteria according to which sueh theo-‘f
ret1ca1 statements are to be Judged : Each theorist knows howjf
the statements of the other re]ate to the neutra] ievel of
observation which exists between them, so the diiference now .
invo]ves straight gorward c]aims about‘the wor]d as they T

~

‘_f mutually see it | - | |
@ In these circumstances, the theory which accounted for

i a mUCh greater number of the 1tems peNceived at the neutra]

level, 1n much greater detail, would obv1ous]y ’% superior

+* L]
o . ; »



- At present a theory which stated the 1mposs1bll1ty Of manned
~ fllght would simuly not survive, since‘fhls has become an
actuality 1n terms of our neutral observat1on level ,‘Ihe

"uposslbil1ty of situations of which we already are aware 1n _ﬂ

thfs way,. cannot be ruled out by any suco;sSful“theory How-
vever, what would the cr1teria for a successful account be?

) think that 1t ay be sufflclent to answenr this in terms of -
some °f Hooker 3 SUQQeStlons 7 o AR i ,.%f'{m ~

In reJectlng the possab1l1ty of a system of observa—
<:§Pns Whlch is un1quely determ1ned by the st1mulatloﬁ state}r
'”of“onefs sensory equ1pment we have reJected the possib1l1ty

s

"Jof any indubitable foundat1on for the theory of knowledge

: ”It follows from th1s, that any cla1m which we make, 1nclud1ng

*‘those of the commyn observat1on language, 1s open to cr1t1c1sm'
"fand rev1s on. Such cr1t1c1sm will be developed by the theo-‘7'

ﬂruct as well as by other exper1ence It seems
> .

t eorles can ach1eve a role W1th1n the common observat1on
‘level 1n that they "can enrich and correct and/or d1splace‘
:our stmple observat1onil concepts " The facts wh1ch form the

L4

vcontent of our common level of observatlon do not come and
}A5go W1th theory but 1t¢ls arguable that they can‘bemadded to
‘S,through the results of sc1ent1f1c act1v1ty Those facts
tuwh1ch remain solely wlth1n the reference of the- theory, how-:"

ever,, wwll dlsappear w1th the theory and the assertlons

"'connected Wlth 1t are only swgn1f1cant 1n terms of the theory

':we can see, therefore, that one crtterion for the success of o

-~

|
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' .
. cer

a-theory, 6ver another, 1s the number of factua] statements_

which 1t contributes to the common observation Ianguage. _L=‘
Ga

we can suggest at least one way in which ﬁgtneory can

'cbntr1bute to the situations which form the content of our

neutral observation._ If we' ho]d to a certain set of tHeore-

i'world behaves,_What kind of events can be encodntered and the

3f_phenomena ipmay expect to find. I the’ experiments inspired

o by,these th

”',,appear aIOng w1th Jt Rather, they rema1n w1th1n the neutra]

e

e ries yield the expected results,sfhose resu]ts

‘wi be 1n tHg form of 51tuat1ons which are on éﬁe common

'.'leveI of obseryat1on but which were unknown before the1r‘

: d1scdﬂery under the 1nsp1rat10n of the theor:es. It need '

'ﬁ1anguage as they wou]d with1n the theoret1ca] context. If

:not, nd indeed W11] not norma]ly be the case that the s1tua-

”tions in quest1on appear in. the same form w1th1n the neutral
N

'ﬂ‘the theory whfch gave r1se to the d1scovery of the new !Htua- '

:t1ons is d1sp1aced by another, those swtuat1ons do not dis-

‘~jfobservat1on context as some of the phenomena wh1ch any new:

theory must account for, or at least not rule- out The(”

9.

o LI
-theory he]d by those who d1scovered the Leyden Jar was that

:5e]ectr1city is a f1u1d and the exper1ment wh1ch led to 1ts

- discovery as an attempt to co]]ect a quant1ty of that f]u1d

in e conta1ner. The resu]t of the exper1ment was the dls-;

o covery of a new phenomenon, open to observat1on at’ the neutralﬁ

level It 1s ‘a fact that if a conta1ner wh1ch Mas been

'treated dn the necesgary way is- connected to a certadn piece

Y

3] t1ca1 beliefs, these w111 express our expectat1ons of how the ot
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e must e1ther account for those facts which are 1ndependent %ﬁz 'Gi

L were prev1ously unknown and which appear as add1tlpns Lo the

. scient1f1c theory resu]ts in an extension of what we. perce1ve

- at the neutral 1eve1,_this would suggest that 1t somehow

1

.;‘any specif1c theory,@or e]se show some prospect that it wiﬁv'

X 1tems of our common 1eve1 of observat1on If the 1nvest1ga-

. B . v o
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of appar tus and then disconnected then for some period B

afterwards it wihl admimister 'a shock to the person who
touches 1t. And this fact is. independent of any specificl
theory . N
”"**—This 1s—enough~to—suggest that there aremat~4east-two—_~— Vw
criter1a for the success of a theory from the contEXt of "}-
neutra1 observat1on The first is that the theory,1n quos; b

t1 m,must not rule out as impossib]e what we observe to be ;

the case on the common 1eve1 of observation, but. rather, it

eventua11y be ab]e to exp]ain them The second is the ab1-

lity of a. theory to 1n£pire the. disco{gny of phenomena wh1ch

tions 1nspired by certa1n theory keep add1ng to the stock ﬁl_'?

O

- of- facts within the context of ougghe tral conceptual scheme,‘ut_

1t 1s more than plaus1b1e to' sugggié*that the theory will y;""i

be more read11y accepted thai thers wh1ch do not make sueh o 51

a contr1but1on, or make 1t to a much lesser extent If a
\ .

..1 ' A“’-

S ) -‘_"v “'. :
o

conforms more closely to the actua] cond1tion of the uorld

than other theor1es which do not ach1eve ‘this resu]t or fa1l -:;x

(]

or ach1eve it. to the same extent w»,

It wou]d appear, then, that we have ach1eved two th1pge,, .Q

First we have shQWn that the 1ncommensurab11ity wh1ch m1ght,f’-

13
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?l 1nsp1ration of the underlyingfﬁ

\ .

-

i It is clear that we are not WPt 1s conceivab]e that,tat a

”number of new s1tuationsf

L . . "-..,.f.* T S
,.‘ c ." " . ". - 4“ e TR ‘;‘ h
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appear between the stateménts of two oppdqing theoretieaﬂ

systems can be overcome, that a. screntist or one who.actepts

f a particular world vizﬁj'can understand a nonff1Cting;posi- o

tion wi%%out“making it his own.' Thusn the christian and bhe

4 Jﬁevel which*ﬁs free from iny Specif¥%
' ; "’}" “’;‘!" . . !a' ] ‘ ‘... T ." . "g'
theoret1ca] c mm1tment ';sofar aﬁ re];.“qrﬁnf.~
have SItuati nsfof th Ol ‘
1n eheir"niverse oﬁ{dlscour 5
~to. how t :szgccount for théﬁfa

Ne have, thereﬁoresg nm’

"i‘é

to be atcepted on»everxdhccasion'when such a case appears?‘




g B
mitt%# 1eve1 Similar]y,*it Is, quitp bossmble that wd may E
be unable to judge the relative merft?\of theories using the

number df new disco}%ries which they have 1nsp1red as - a'cri-,

j? }-.H ‘With what we see’ to be the;éase”at the theorettca]ly uncom-;ﬂ

_terion. It. mayXJ’;Jhe_case_that»none—ofwthe—thetb;“”‘has““_“;

;,;

been responsibTb for any n;Q\discover1es whtph add to the o

) ' )

f.”a“ list of sitﬂﬁ?ions observed at a leVel which 1s uncommitted -
':?’ 4 “to any spﬁx1f16 theo Yy Theﬁconfllct1ng theor1es cduld each

c]aim tme créd1t for a number oﬁyd1scover1es 1n suchﬁa way {

i'n'

hh&t none of them caf be. dectared vicborious dt: the expense Y
df the others. It fobTOWSofrom this, then. that“there’i; ont}

.'?J;f a limited number o* cases Wﬁere dne theory Ci? bg §a1d to ;?f
e agccount for«the s1tuations id the%neé%ral conteXt and can be‘u
LI PN

),l'aﬁ" shown to have added to t se s1¢yatlons to an e;tent wh1ch.«
; «#533%obunt for

o none “of 1ts m1va}s can’ mafch /f(The abi T it

)

R C .
= o whatever suCCess 1ts r1uals had enJoyed wog]d serve~to coqp
"';' ) L -V.-'v':.‘-‘..»' .
. sol1date 1ts pas1t1on,$t1]1 further ) ‘&
’ figgfff Cﬁn the c]aims of Christian/Thehsm besf1

A ould not seem to be so G1ven that an athetstamay ente;

Tnto the world v1ew wh1ch is necessary'for én understandtgg

'“_fiand:;: a'prec1ataon of the pos1ttpn of E%g Ch;1st1an the1st

frﬁ~h7?thi§"dbe' ﬁbt mean that he has a bq;is conc]usively

jJ-sj}"_f:f-‘acceptmg or reJecting that posﬁihon f@e Chr1st1an way of
. e L, Ay 73 o - ( ,

o , 5 s
nd-t hewpe11efs wh1ch depend or 1t b@wh

‘hwrset of s&guat1ons wﬁith are neutra]

thv1ew1ng the wor]d”

‘ gy

fdtoncern and ré?ef'

between Chr1st1an theiSm and athelsm But thlS is not to say
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'-l?_that either theistic or atheistic beliefs give a better=

’vé‘ff?account of those situations or that oqe belief systém has N
_'_’L‘heen morg. successfu] in: inspiring the discovery of previousiy
:l;i‘g"U"§K%§Cted phgﬂgmenaédﬂ the neutra] 1eve1 when it is. eomparedrﬂ

wgiie theistic be;{ets con-;

‘fi": .with the other.. On the contrary,
; cern situations at.a neutra] ]e&%]e it would appear that the

‘..‘EanQgpt of sup%ort which such situations supp]y WE no‘greater'

R i?han that’ to be mustered for non- theistic beliéﬁ systems. ‘“

' In i11ustration of this, we‘wili briefly examine some j“’

"';';religious beiiefs over which the theist and theﬁ?theist wou]d
! ) oo "Y / :

o

5f135 disagree ."f, o ’i;3‘ ‘~§ﬂ¢7

g% '_:

\ v R ol :
Many tNeists wou]d hoﬂd tﬁ?t‘ feuexistence of tﬁe worid

ﬂiwms of something

Tt

id stands 1n need of some exp]anatidﬁ 1 ¢

9

other than itse1f and a great de%] of their basis for a

belief 1n God stems fr m;this conViction On the;other hand

.many athe}sts are conA_ 4 to think that the wor]d Just 1§. e

K] '
They can -see no reason ¢o iook for some!#urthe explanati

In %he 1ight-o‘kuhat I have arg J'aboVe, 1t 1s plad%ible;

to suggest that each‘barty couid dﬁme tq%grasp the 51gn1f1-;_’
;;j cance of the other's convictions concerﬁﬁﬁg %%15 issue But,

\

, how cquld one estab]ish the propriety of these ways of seeing
i'ilhithe worid according to the criteria suppiied by the neu}raliﬁ

D

$ i
C 1eve1 Of observationb Tt is: diffiéu]t to see’hou either vhew g
g “ "__ b

' cou1d inspire the discovery d? any new phenomena-yhich the

. Y
other coJld not 1nsp1re to an equd] degree"gfnfor ﬁhich the

.y ‘( A .- B ‘, i ‘ .

: { el o
. : N . 3 '
. P

\ e
.;Again,.conS1der "a- theist who bel ‘"5 1n the dccurrenqg

o . o . A . ‘-.
. . . A . . . .

,A'\ “

other”could nd? account ‘Vitiﬁ

Q
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“:_of divinqﬂ“tervent+on 1n the wor]d and who cites ceyxain
‘events as ev1dence apr fhat be]ief There are twoayays An

Tl

2 ‘;; WhichtSWCh evilqpce may be. quest1oned The f1rst 1s from

the poiﬁt of view of a’ person who is in basic agreement w1th
W <

:'“" him but who sees the evfﬂence as ambigious in that 1t is.

7 .
,open to al&ernative 1nterpretation. The second 1s from the

?{point of view of an athelﬁt«Who reJects the concept of the

:3.'J.miraculous and
. ..\V'_‘” 3

it It seems to me that there are few, 1f any,_examp1es of

the ent1re conceptua] SCheme assoc1ated wxgh

,'mirac1es wh:ch are at present accessib]e to any observer and

LS

iwh1ch are genefa11y reCOgnlzed as miracles by those who c1a1m.
2 to beheve 1n the1r possib1hty Thus, not on]y ‘t the X

";atheist come tafh “erstand the s1gnif1cance of the theist s

'claims, he must *»so contend w1th the amb1gu1ty of the ev1d-‘
“‘,5;‘_egce bresented under ‘the. the1st s own terms The result of
" . thfs would seem tg be*that there arﬁg no cr1ter‘a whfthwﬂ] '

clear1y7f tab]ish the propr1ety of e1thenh;he world v{§L

‘which accepts the poss1b111ty of m1rac1es J% that which - ;J

L reJects the who]e concept -wa:' RIS ”:’i'::;ﬁf
‘ff,;ﬁg.' © We have not, therefore, estabi@shed a,method guaraj

to settléwthe‘d1spute between the CQ{}sttanm@hd“thehggn-~}‘

theist but I thlnk we have shown that 1uﬁ1s possib]e for i
‘“;'w; each of them to have a, s1gn1f7cant understanding ‘of the ",f;“

rr"o ) .»':' A " e
othe!?# pos1t1on It cq‘gd be arqued thavg%he diff1cu1ty :

o >
~P.$¢ 1nv01ved 1n the reso]ution?of rel1gious d1sagreement resu]ts

'anm_the amb1gu1ty 6f the ev1dence 1n 1tse1f rather than a

t




.y . X ”-’.. " R Y g A s v T A 3 '\

o

View'of:thOSe who’differ from them. . There is thé‘efpre the
prospect that a1though, at present the neutral context .
happens to supp]y no c1ear basis for~dec1d1ng between theism
5% and a nonrtheistic wor]d view, it 1s conceivab]e that this
" .may be prov1de4w1n the future...Thus,‘we can“po1nt to the

possib111ty, or perhaps even to the prospec y thEt. éﬁe situa-;f

“tion may arise when the re]ative merits of theistic and*non-
R % o
éhe1stig c]atMs can be more sat1sfactorily assessed o

. ,"54- o

. ! . . . -~
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