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ABSTRACT

In religions in which a supreme beihg is voréhipped, he is often said
to be transcendent. The reason for this is that a transcendent being
surpasses one not transcendent - and only an unsurpassable being is worthy
of worship. Transcendence involves being beyond knowledge, understanding |
and language of which created rational beings are capable. In particular,
unsurpassable goodness would transcend in various ways the understanding
capacities of created rational beings.

_Anti-realist theories of meaning might be thpught t0 challenge the
coherence of epistemological transcendence. However, these theories have
serious weaknesses and their challenge ultimately should not worry the
Theist. Epistemological transcendence might also be thought to present a
problem to anyone wiéhing to speak about God, and have beliefs about him.

But by invoking causal theories of reference we can see that this problem

can be overcome. In order that members of communities of Theistycan see

each other as talking of, believing in and worshipping the same transcendent
God it may weil be that these members will need the capacity to believe things
they cannot fully understand, and to believe things which are inexpressible in
language mastery of which they are in principle capable. On the face of it,
such requirements are fraught with philosophical difficulties. But if we
look carefully at what it is to believe something, and at the varous kinds of
understanding failure that there may be, we see again that the philosophical
difficulties may be overcome.

Finally, an ontologically transcendent God still has to be spoken of in
language developed firstly in connection with created items. Aquinas'
theory of analogy is touched on in this'regard, and a positive theory of how
the language of created rational beings may be applicable to God is

presented, with help from theories of comparison metaphor.



CHAPTER ONE
CONCEPTS OF TRANSCENDENCE

1.  INTRODUCTION

Must God be transcendent? If he must, are there in consequence
insolu ble philosophical problems for the Theist? I am going to argue
for a qualified affirmative answer to the first question. In the course
of my argument, I examine some of the meaninsthat may be attached to the
expreséion 'transcendent', the varous degrees of transcendence that are
possible, and the reasons for requiring that God be transcendent.

My answer to the second question is in the negatives In order to
reach this conclusion I study what seem to be strong objections to
transcendence, based in a number of areas of philosophy. Chapter 4
discusses the potential threat to transcendence posed by anti-realist
theories of meaning.» In Chapter 5, I scrutinise the problem of reference
to a transcendent God, drawing mainly on the work of philosophical
logicians. The question then arises in Chapter 6 as to whether it is
possible to have beliefs concerning a transcendent God. I conclude that
none of the objections that I investigate in these Qhapters do in fact
present insuperable difficulties for the Theist. Finally, in Chapter
7; I offer a positive account of language ;bout transcendence in the
context of theories of language and metaphor.

By the end of this work, I hope to have achieved two broad objectives.
First,.to have given the Theist grounds for optimism with respect to the
philosophical legitimacy of transcendence, and second, to have increased
rhilosophical understanding both of the religious motive for transcendence,
and of transcendence itself.

2. TRANSCENDENCE

At this introductory stage, I offer a three-fold distinction between
types of transcendence, which will be refined and qualified as discussion
proceeds.

Ontological transcendence

A well-worn phrase refers to God as the 'wholly other'. This is an
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extreme expression of what I refer to in this work as ontological
transcendence. The implication of the phrase is that God is somehow
distinct from, separate from, and different from everything else that
exists. But we cannot interpret expressions such as ‘'distinct from',

or 'separate from' in a crude spatial fashion. Consider the point that
many theists hold that God is present at every point in the universe, and
that he is also 'cher' than the universe, or 'distinct' from it.

I am going tooffer a quasi-technical specificgtion ofontological
transcendence, whose motivation and ;alue may not be immediately apparent,
but should become clearer as we proceed. I suggest, then, that an
ontologically transcendent being is one who (a) possesses essentially at
least one property which any other existent would essentially.lack, and
(v) the property in éuestion must also be such that any other existent
would essentially fail to possess it to a lesser degree.

(I understand 'a hés property P essentially' in the following
Aristotelian fashion, as developed by Brody.1 'a has P, a has always had
P-there is no possible past in which a exists without P, and there is no
moment of time at which a has P and at which there is a possible future in
which a exists without P'. This account §f essential properties cannot be
applied to God unless he is understood to exist in time; that is an
assumption which I make throughout, but for which I offer no argument).

The word 'essentially' plays a crucial role in specifying the 'othernmess!
of God., If it were omitted from the specification of ontological
transcendence given above, we would merely be saying that, as a matter of
fact, God is unlike in at least one respect any other existent. And if we
left matters there, we would ;carcely have captured the difference between
| God and everything else - the gulf between him and all other existents.
After all, if the universe is full of variety, ﬁ number of items within it
might be such that each of them differed, as a matter of contingent fact,

from 8ll other existents in at least one respect; a number of items, then,
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could in principle meet the requiremenis of a specification of ontological
transcendence weakened by the absence of the expression 'essentially'.
Whatever account we provide of the 'gulf' between God and other existents,
it must surely exclude the possibility that a similar 'gulf' could in
principle exist between an individual distinet from God and all other
existents.

It is worth pausing briefly to note the importance of (b) in the
specification of ontological transcendence. Traditionally, God is
ascribed extraordinary properties, such as omnipotence and omniscience,
which certainly set himapart from all other existents. But this
'setting apart' is, at best, a matter of degree. Many of these tradi-
tional properties, though not omnipotence, could in principle be possessed
by beings distinct ffom God, and there is certainly no problem in principle
for the suggestion that other beings could possess the traditional properties
to lesser degrees - for instance, be very knowledgeable indeed, or very
powerful indeed. So the inclusion of (b) in the specification of
ontological transcendence attempts to ensure that the 'setting apart' in
question is not merely a matter of degree.

There is one respect in which the specification of ontological
transcendence might mislead; it might seem to imply that God might bave
Jjust one or two ontologically alien properties - that there might be a
certain aspect of the divine nature around which we could place a neat
boundary; inside the boundary would be strangeness, or othernéss, whilst
outside the boundary would be properties which could at least in principle
be possessed by existents distinet from God, or could in principle be
possessed to a lesser degree by existents distinct from God.

I now argue that there can be no such neat division between divine
properties which meet the specification for ontological transcendence, and
divine properties that do not. Divine properties are bound together by

links of various kinds. Some of these links may be straight forwardly
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logical entailments; for example, it may be claimed that omnipotence
entails omniscience, or that divine rationality entails moral perfection,
etc. I do not pronounce here on the merits of such oontentions. In most
cases the links are more complex, and difficult to specify. But we can
illustrate the fact that the links are present - they show up in connections
between our understandings of the various'properties. Suppose someone
attempted to explain the nature of diviné goodness. It would be quite
impossible for him to do so comprehensively without also explaining, at
least in part, the nature of what it is for God to be a person. And if,
for instance, the view was taken that divine personhood does not include
the undergoing of emotions and the possession of desires, this would imply
a very different understanding of the nature of divine goodness from that
understanding of divine goodness which would go with a view of divine
personhood which admitted emotions and desires to the divine psyche. One
could not take a particular view of divine goodness without also coming to
at least a partial conclusion as to the nature of divine personhood, and
vice versa. Or again,if someone attempted to explain the nature of divine
freedom ', he would also have to bring in his understanding of what it is for
God to be a person - whether, for instance, God has emotions and desires, the
nature of a divine intention, etc. Divine properties, then, are bound
together in a mutually supporting structure.

Thgre is one divine property which is 'isolated' from the others, but I
contend that it is the only one. It is eternity. This reflects the fact
that, speaking of existents in general, the length of time for which they
exist is a matter which is logically or conceptually independent from their
other properties, It must be admitted, however, that it might be argued that
this generalisation is not Qithout its exceptions - that, for instance, one
cannot fully understand what it is like to be a person without an appreciation
of the life expectancy of a person - fhat a being who anticipated an eternal

future would (necessarily) be a different sort of person from one who did not,

etc.
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I do not want to get bogged down in these complex issues - I note them in
passing, observing that, at most, eternity is the one exception to the 'rule!
that divine properties ére linked together in a variety of ways, some clearly
logical, others more loosely characterisable as 'conceptualt.

Hence, if God is ontologically transcendent, this will not merely
involve one isolated 'strange’ property; if he possesses at least one
property essentially, such that any other existent would essentially lack
it, then his other properties, with the exception of his eternity, will be
'tainted' with ontological transcendence.

Epstemological Transcendence

God is sometimes referred to by Theists as 'mysterious'. I propose
to use this expression interchangeolly with ‘epistemologically transcendent'.
Broadly speaking, a ﬁysterious God is one about whom there are truths which
cannot be known by a created rational being (CRB), and/or concerning whom
there are truths which cannot be understood by a CRB. There can be more
or less extreme versions of mystery - and this fact becomescrucial when we
later consider possible objections to mystery. For instance, a believer of

an extreme persuasion might hold that no truths concerning God can in

principle be known by any CRB. Or he migﬁt think, more reasonably, that
some truths can be known concerning God by CRB's, whereas others cannot in
principle be known by CRB's. Or someone might hold that, though there are
truths.concerning God which cannot be known by CRB's, this is not a matter
of them being unknowable in principle by CRB's. He might take the view
that no aspects of the divinity can be known by CRB'S now, but that in an
aftér life they could be known. Or he might claim that no aspects of the
divinity can be known by CRB's employing their own natural powers, but that
the divine nature can be known by CRB's if God. helps them.
Ineffability

It is sometimes thought that God is indescribable- beyond the power of

language to specify his nature. God has an ineffable nature if he has a
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nature which eludes linguistic description. Like mystery, ineffability can
come in more or less extreme guises. For instance, it might be held that
to some extent God could not be described, or, on the other hand, that he
was entirely beyond desciiption. It might be held that no language which
a CRB could develop by means of his own natural powers could describe God,
but that God céuld somehow enable CRB's to describe him, etc.

Some of the relafionships between the different kinds of transcendence
will emerge only as the discussion proceeds. But I want to mention one
relationship here, which proves to be of importance later - that between
ontological transcendence and mystery. If there are truths concerning God
which a CRB cannot know, or cannot understand, how could this be explained?
If the 'cannot' in question were merely contingent, we might imagine-a
number of possible eiplanations, and some of these have actually been
suggested by proponents of Theism. For instance, it might be contended,
in a Kierkegaardian fashion, that CRB's cannot as a matter of fact know much
about God, since God must hide himself from CRB's; that he must do this in
order that he may teach them about himself in an appropriate way. Another
explanation having some affinity withthis one would be that God chooses to
present himself to CRB's in a veiled mannef, in order that he should not
'compel' faith from his creatures. I am not claiming here that any one of
these explanations would prove on examination to be philosophically satis-
factory, but merely that, at least at first sight, a number of explanations
seem possible.

But if the ‘'‘cannot' is stronger - if it is said that there are truths
cohcerning God which cannot in principle be known or understood by CRB's,
possible explanations are harder to imagine. Indeed, the only obvious
explanation that I can see is in terms of ontological transcendence. God's
'otherness' explains CRB's epistemological limitations with respect to him.
It must be admitted that the mere fact that a divine property is such that

God essentially possesses it, and any other existent essentially lacks it,
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even to a lesser degree, does not seem to entail in any straightforward
manner that CRB's cannot know or understand that God has such a property.
Nevertheless we can see, perhaps, that ontological transcendence may well
ultimately be responsible in some complex fashion for mystery; if sb, it
would be likely that CRB's would be unable to fathom just how it was
responsible,

Suppose a fairly extreme version of mystery is required by a given
Theism. We then have in that Theism a situation similar to that arising
for ontological transcendence. If ontological transcendence is responsible
for mystery, then no one divine property can be mysterious in total isolation
from other divine properties, any more than ontological transcendence could
consist in a single divine property in isolation from other divine properties.
If there is one diviﬁe property which is, say, in principle unknowable or
incomprehensible to CRB's, then there are others infected with mystery, at
least to some extent.
3. TRANSCENDENCE IN WORLD RELIGIONS

The man with a religious view of the world regards something as 'highest' -
something as more worthy than ahything else of his 'ultimate concern', to use
Tillich's phrase. There is, of course, mofe to viewing the world religiously
than this, otherwise 1t would be an undisputed fact that Marxism, Humanism,
and the like, were world religions. For thé Marxist takes as that which is
worthy of his ultimate concern a certain social arrangement; the humanist
regards as worthy of his ultimate concern the well-being of the entire human
race. There is, of course, an unfortunate vagueness and generality attach-
ing to the phrase 'ultimate concern' - the provision of paraphrases, such as
'the most important!, 'that which is most worthy of being desired', 'that
which is most worthy of being pursued as an end in itself', *that which is
worthy of worship', do not help much without careful discussion. This will
be attempted in Chapter 2. Some would regard 'religion' as a word like

‘game' - claiming that there are no features common to all religions; some
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religionsinvolve belief in supernatural beings, whilst others do not;
some involve 'a generai picture of the world as a whole and the place
of the individual in it'z, whilst others donot, etce In my view, perhaps
in virtue of its sheer generality,‘Tillich's 'ultimate concern' marks an
element which is a necessary condition for a view to be a religious view,
but not a sufficient condition.

Many religions which are monotheistic in character have thought of their
G od as transcendent in some way, especially where a central aim of the
religion is worship of the God. Shortly I will provide some illustrations
of this. But not all monotheistic religion has concerned itself solely,
or even at all, with worship; some monotheistic forms of hinduism, for
ingtance, are striving for some kind of union with God -~ and even where
this striving'is alsb accompanied by worship of a kind, the very idea of
'union' seems to preclude extreme versions of ontological or epistemological
transcendence. Both worship, and the desire for union, mediated perhaps by
contemplation and meditation, may be seen as alternate expressions of an
'ultimate concern'. In the next chapter, I try to develop the connection
between that which is 'highest' or most worthy of ultimate concern, and
transcendence, in monotheistic religions wﬂose practice centrally involves
worshipe.

It is within the Judaeo~Christian and the Islamic traditions that we
have the clearest claims that God is transcendent; it is also these tradi-
tions that have almost entirely concerned themselves with worship of the
supreme being, rather than, as in some of the Hindu traditions, with practices
deéigned to lead to contemplative union or identity with the supreme being.
Most 9f the examples I cite from the former traditions are very extreme and
not representative of the religious thought of the belief system in question.
But in view of their extremity, the issues involved, and perhaps the mptives
for aseribing transcendence, are that much clearer.

In Jewish thought, a clear connection is made beiween ontological
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transcendence and being the "highest"; 'All the nations of the earth shrink?
in his presence, to nothing... will you find a likeness for God - set up a
form to resemble him?... There is One who sits so high above its (the earth's)
orb, those who live on it seem tiny as locusts...What likeness then, can
you find to match me with? asks the Holy 0ne'3. In the writings of Philo,
a Jewish philosopher influenced by Greek thought, especially platonism, we
find a very extreme version of transcendence. Something akin to ontological
transcendence is affirmed in passages such as... 'For he proceeds onwards
before the created universe, and outside of it, and not cont ained or born
onward in any of the things whose existence began after him'4. Philo
thinks that God is ineffable, and also mysterious. ‘'...the Father...directed
a perception of himself, as far at least as a created and mortal nature could
attain to such a thiﬁg, not indeed such a perception as should show him what
God is, but merely such as should prove to him that he exists; for even
this, which is better than good, and more ancient than the unit, and more simple
than one,cannot possibly be contemplated by any other being; because, in fact
it is not possible for God to be comprehended by any being but himsel%s.
God is too great, too perfect, to be capable of being adequately described
by affirmative propositions. So Philo devélops a negative theology6.

The Koran throughout emphasizés God's sovereignty and power; in the
following Sura amohg others, language is used which may well involve
6ntologica1 transcendence.

'In the name of the merciful and compassionate God,

Say 'He is God alone,

God the Eternal

He begets not and is not begotter&7

‘Nor is there like unto him anyone’.

Within Christianity there have always been strands of thinking which
greatly emphasized transcendence; other Christian traditions have not done
so, and some of these, of course, have been especially prominent in modern
times.

Almost every variety of transcendence is ascribed to God by, for
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instance Pseudo-Dionysius (c.500 A.D.) - mystery, otherness, and ineffability.
'...n0r do existent beings know it (God) ‘as it actually is... nor can reason
attain to it to name it or to know it... nor can any affirmation or negation
apply to it; for while applying affirmations or negations to those orders of
beings that come next to it, we apply not unto it either affirmation or
negation, inasmuch as it transcends all affirmations by being the perfect
and unique Cause of all things, and transcends all negation by the
pre-eminence of its simple and absolute nature-free from every limitation
and beyond them a11'8. Whilst the writer has some more localised philo-
sophical motives for making God transcendent, his general drift is that Go@
is transcéndent.in all these ways because he is so great.

John Scotus Eriugena translated the writings of Pseudo-Dionysius and
wrote commentaries on them in the ninth century. Like Pseudo-Dionysius,
he asserts of God all three types of transcendence, and asserts them in
perhaps the most extreme fashion of all thinkers. According to him, there
is a sense of 'comprehend' in which God does not even comprehend himself;
even Philo does not go this far - he just says that one would have to be
God to comprehend God. Eriugena says: ‘... God is comprehensible in that
one deduces from creation that he is, and ié incomprehensible because what
he is‘can be comprehended by no upderstanding human or angelic, not even by
himself because he is not a what but is superessential...'g. Yet again,
Eriugena makes the connection between the fact of transcendence, and the
superiarity of God to all others...' The divine likeness in the human
mind, therefore, is recognised most clearly in that it is known only to be;
but what it is is not known; and to put it thus, in it we deny that it is
anything and affirm only that it is. Nor is this void of reason. For if
it were known to be some certain thing, it would be circumscribed certainly
in something, and, by that fact, it would not express in itself wholly the
image of its Creator who is entirely uncircumscribed, and is understood in
nothing because he is infinite, above all that is said and'understood,

10
Superessential' . .
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We find that Aquinas takes on board some of this, but not all of it
in its most extreme forms., Some thinkers put forward a level of
épistemologiqal transcendence which applies only to this life - in a life
after death, God will be 'known'; others say that God will only be ‘known'
or 'understood' by a CRB if he provides them with special help to do so.

I will have to look mére carefully at the precise role of the expressions
'known' and *understood' in later chapters.

First, many passages in Aquinas suggest ontological transcendence -
'God is more distant from any creature than any two creatures are from
each other'11. He does not, however think that God is strictly ineffable;
he devotes a certain amount of space to explaining just how we can speak of
God -~ by means of the via negatiwa, and by the use of analogical language.

In discussing epistemological transcendence, Aquinas distinguishes
between the questions of how far CRB's can know what God is like, from the
quéstions of how far CRB's can understand what God is like. He seems to
think that in principle CRB's cannot fully understand God, whereasthey can
in prineciple know what God is like, even if they cannot in this life, or
even if they cannot fully do so in virtue of their own efforts. The blessed
can attain to a vision of God, in which the& do see him as he really is, but
they cannot fully understand what they see. '...our way of knowing does
not measure up to...(God). Whoever sees éod in his essence sees something
that ex;sts infinitely and sees it to be infinitely intelligible, but he does
not understand it infinitely. It is as though a man might be of the opinion
that a certain proposition could be proved without himself being able to
prove it'12.

The version of epistemological transcendence put forward by
Kierkegaard in his'Philosophical Fragments' looks weaker than that asserted
by most of the other writers mentioned here. According to Keirkegaard, God
chooses to hidehimself from CRB's. He loves his creatures, but it is hard

for him to make himself understood in such a way as not to 'annihilate the
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unlikeness that exists between him and the creature'13. God could show
himself directly to his creatures, and receive worship from them, but this
would overwhelm and crush the creature. It is perhaps not clear, at least
in 'Philosophical Fragments', whether it would be possible for God in
Kierkegaard's view to reveal himself fully to a creature if God ceased to
worry about the effect that this would-have on the creature.

In the present century, Karl Barth has, apparently, emphasized God's
ontological transcendence; though according to him God is only
epistemologically transcendent in the sense that CRB's cannot by themselves
come to know about God's nature-God has to enable them to do so. The
Barthian view that God can in principle enable them to do so seems to
imply a much weaker form of mystery than that which would be asserted, for
example, by Pseudo-Dionysius.

In passages such as the following, Barth urges ontological transcendences-
'He who is called God is not to be regarded as a continuation and enrichment
of the concepts and ideas which usually constitute religious thought in
general about God... God is not to be found in theories of godS...God... is
and exists in a completely different way f;om that which is elsewhere called
divine'14. Or again, 'God-is not in the séries of these worldly powers,
perhaps as the highest of them; but He is superior to all other powers,
neither limited by nor conditioned by them, dbut He is the Lord of all lords,
the King of all kings'' .

A weak version of ineffability is also advanced - 'weak' in the sense
that, in Barth's view, God himself can enable CRB's to speak of him, even
though they cannot do so by means of their own powers'. eeesGod is not only
unprovable and unsearchable, but is also inconceivable. No attempt is made
in the Bible to define God - that is, to grasp God in our concepts...'16.
'..owhatever we say of God in ...human concepts can never be more than an

indication of him; no such concept can really conceive the nature of God.

God is inconceivable. What is called God's goodness and God's holiness
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cannot be determined by any view that we men have of goodness and holiness,
but is determined by what God is'17.

Given the vast territory of the development of religious thought, the
samples presented in this introductory chapter have an inevitably sketchy
and disjointed character. But we have seen enough to understand the
importance of transcendence for many thinkers within the Judaeo-Christian

and Islamic traditions; we can now proceed to philosophical investigation

of its importance.
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CHAPTER TWO
WORSHIP; AND THE UNSURPASSABLE

We have seen that in world religions which concern themselves with

the worship of supreme being, there is a link of some kind bgtween -

(A) that being having a nature which is 'highest' = worthy of worship,

and (B) that being péssessing transcendence. I now turn to philosophical
explanatidn, articulation and defence of this link. I know of no
philosophical argument which could prove conclusively that a supreme being
who is worthy of worship 'must' be transcendent. What I attempt is to
frovide considerations 'capable of determining the intellect' in favour of
the coneclusion ﬁhat a supreme being must possess a degree of transcendence.
This task provides the matter of the present and following chapter.

1.  WORSHIP

If someone worships a being, he is paying that being the highest
possible compliment., He holds that being in the highest possible regard.
He holds that the object of his worship is unsurpassable. (Though I take
this point to be §bvious, it has been quéstioned, andI defend it in section
4)., There are degrees of reverence which may be accorded Lord Mayors,
winners of the Nobel Prize, kings, Popes, etc. Worship, if placed oﬁ a
scale with these other gradations of tribute, would go on the scale beyond
all the rest. 1In fact, worship involves a degree of reverence or honour
that cannot (logically) be exceeded.

In worshipping a being A, the worshipper regards A as having at least
quasi-personal characte:istics. I cannot worship a volcano, and yet think
of it as just an inanimate physical extrusion from the earth's surface; I
need to believe that it is some kind of 'personal god!', with a capacity to
be aware of me - to be aware, in particular, that I am worshipping it.

In this respect, worship differs crucially from meditation or contemplation.
In so far as these activities are directed to an 'object', the object dan
as easily be‘the impersonal substrate of all existing things, the One, or
Bréhman, or a state of oneself, as a personal feing. Another reason why

the object of worship must be personal is this. Most believers who
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worship do so, to fulfil what they regard as an obligation; they think
worshipping is something which created rational beings have a duty to do,
and that the supreme being has a right to this worship. It is a logical
point that an impersonal item cannot hﬁve this type of righf.

Worship may be described as an 'intentional' activity (Lﬁ Brentano's
sense) like hunting. The worshipper's activities are 'directed' towards
a particular object or being, which may or may not really exist, though,
of course, the worshipper will suppose that it does exist; similarly I
can hunt a particular lion, Leo, which I suppose to exist - my hunting
activities are 'directed' towards Leo as an 'intentional! object, and this
is possible whether or not Leo really exists. Of course, I could hunt,
not Leo, but just a lion or lions; this is not paralleled in the case . of
worship - a point which will emerge in later discussion.

The intentional object towards which worship is directed must
(logically) be thought of as endowed with certain characteristics and not
otherse I cannot admire X without believing that X has certain properties
in virtue of which it is admirable; I cannot pity Y without believing that
Y has certain properties in virtue of which'it is pitiable. Similarly, as
I shall be maintaining, I cannot worship 2 without believing that 2 has
certain properties in virtue of which Z is unsurpassable. (There is no
general rule here - I could love P without necessarily believing that P has
propertles in virtue of which P is lovable = I could fear Q without
necessarily believing that Q has properties in virtue of which it is
dangerous, etc.)

'X is unsurpassable' might be described as an ‘evaluative judgement';
perhaps philosophers will never satisfactorily explain the meaning of
'evaluative' heré, or justify a contrast with e.g. 'descriptive'. But we
can certainly suggest other judgements which are prima facie of the same

sorte For instance, 'The bull is dangerous', 'The ﬁan is courageous?,
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'The music is beautiful', and the like. S

Sometimes my ‘evaluative judgemehts' may be ill-founded. I might
think, for instance that a household spider was dangerous. My reasons
for making this judgement might be that I think it is poison&us, that it
bites humans whenever it can, and so on. These.beliefs of mine are false,
and so my judgement is ill-founded. My judgement may or may not also be
described as 'irrational®; it might be said to be irrational in the sense
that it is made on the basis of false beliefs; but it need not be
irrational of me to make such a judgement, since, in imaginable, if
exceptional circumstances, I might beijustified in having the false belief
that the spider had certain properties in virtue of which it would be
dangerous.

These judgements can be ill-founded or irrational in another way; they
may be exaggerated, or, on the other hand, too weak. = Suppose I judge my
neighbour's Alsation to be dangerous. My reason is my belief that the
animal once bit an intruder - five years ago. My Jjudgement that the animal
is dangerous, theﬁ, is too strong, given that this is my only reason - it
might have been more appropriate to think of the animal es 'mildly
threatening', or something of this sort.

Other judgements which are prima facie of the same sort as those
already mentioned are not open to accusations of ill-foundedness or
irrationality in quite the same way. But there is controversy over which
these are. To cite one example over which there should be little dispute;
if I am disgusted with the dinner, I judge, say, that the food is
nauéeating. But my friend, partaking of the same food may come to the
‘opposite' conclusion; neither of us could; it may be argued, fairly accuse
the other of having inappropriate beliefs about the food, nor of having made
too weak or too strong an 'evaluafive' judgement on the basis of the beliefs
we do have about the food. On the other hand, if my friend was a

gastronomic aesthete, and thought that there could be something about the
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nature of the food in virtue of which such and such an evaluative judge-
ment was appropriate'to it ‘objectively', then there would be a very
different story to tell here, And there are more obvious examples of
‘evaluative judgements' over which there is dispute as to whether they
can be 'ill-founded' - for instance, moral and aesthetic judgements.

Accusations of 'ill-foundedness' or 'irrationality' are only made
against’evaluatiﬁe judgements if the following obtains. The 'evaluative
predicate' ascribed to an object or situation in such a judgement, must
attribute a property, e.g., dangerousness, courage, beauty, to the object
or situation, a property which has an 'objective base'. A property of
the kind in question has an objective base if the object (etc) which
possesses it does so in virtue of its possession of other properties, at
least some of which mﬁst be non-relational. These latfer properties must
have the following realist‘feature; for any one of them, p, if an object
0 is p, then '0 is p' is true in virtue of O being P, and also, in virtue
of O being p, '0 is not p' is false. Some philosophers would take the
further step of claiming that, say, the possession of courage is entailed
by the possession of certain other properties of the person, etcs I do
not want to commit myself on this.

I will shortly be defending the view that the property of unsurpassa-
bility would be 'objectively based'; it would be possessed by a being in
virtue of that being's possession of other properties, some of which would
be non-relational, and have the realist feature outlined about. The ‘'other
properties' would not all be what traditionally would be called ‘*desériptive!’
e.g; a being's unsurpassability yould be had partly in virtue of that being's .
moral perfection, or so I would contend. (Possibly moral perfection itself |
is had in virtue of yet other properties which would come under the
traditional classification 'descriptivei, but, as I have already indicated,'
I do not attach any ultimate significance to these labels, being unable to

supply anything better than extensional definitions of 'descriptive
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properties! and 'evaluative properties')

Some philosophers would deny that any of the so-called 'evaluative
propertiés' exist at dll, let alone have an 'objective base'. They would
deny, for example, that O caﬁ possess courage as a property, and they would
deny that it could possess such a property in virtue of its possession of
other properties with the realist feature sketched above. J. L. Mackie
would take this line on at least the so-called moral properties such as
moral goodness. On his view, '0 is morally good' is not true in virtue of
0 possessing the property of morél goodness, the latter being had in virtue
of other properties with the realist feature, He agrees that our ordinary
ways of talking and thinking often suggest that thefe are such properties,
but contends that this is an 'error'J |

My defence of thé claim that unsurpassability would be an objectively
based evaluative property will proceed as follows. I argue that the Theist
who believes that there exists a supreme being who is worthy of worship must,
among other things, regard his God as supremely desirable. I show that the
notion of the supremely desirable involves objectively based evaluative
properties, and contend that if the Theist is committed to some such divine
evaluative properties, then he should teke the further step of claiming
unsurpassability itself as an objectively based evaluative property. Of
course, some philoséphers might want to argue that no form of evaluative
realism is cohereht; I do not engage to defend evaluative realism in any
comprehensive fashion, but rather to show that it is required by Theism;
if evaluative realism could be shown to be untenable, this would, in my
vieﬁ a fortiori show that a view in which a supréme being is regarded as
worthy of worship is untenable.

2. WANTS

To explain the nature of the supremely desirable, it will be necessary
to spend some time in discussing fhe nature of wants and desires; not all
of the results obtained here will be used immediately to develop the argument

I have just sketched; some of them will be important later when we discuss
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the qature of divine goodness, and in our discussion of belief.

klIt is often thought that 'desirable' is ambiguous as between 'is
desired' and 'is worthy to be desired'. Whether or not there is
ambiguity of this kind in common speech, I shall intend *desirable' to mean
'worthy to be desired'. If something is such that it is fitting or worthy
to be desired, it may be morally fitting, or fitting in some other sense.
When I’speak of the ultimately or supremely desirable character of God, I
meén that he is such that it is morally fitting to desire him more than
it is possible to desire anything else. These introductory remarks
cannot be taken any further until we have gone more degply intb the
question of wants and desires, and accordingly I turn now to this matter.

I make what I hope is the uncontroversial assumption that wanting or
desiring is'propositibnal' - thus 'I want p' may be suitably paraphrased in
all cases by a sentence of the form 'I want that q'. Thus 'Jones wants
cornflaked could mean 'Jones wants (that he eats cornflakes); equally, it
could mean 'Jones wants (that he buys cornflakes)' etc. Context should
make clear what is meant; The typical want or desire statement is not
explicit. For example, the wanting or desiring of another person can mean
many things, and.a’characteristic statement’of such a want or desire will
mean more than one of these things at the same time. tJane wants Peter'
could mean for instance, 'Jane wants (that she marries Peter', 'Jane waﬁts
(that sye is with Peter', 'Jane wants (that Peter come to her office at
once)' etc. If Jones is said to want God, this also could mean a'number'
of things = but most significantly, and most probabdbly, the following sorts
of things would be meants 'Jones wants (that he is with God).....(that he
is 'closer' to God than he is now)...(that he continues to enjoy being in
the presence of God)....(that he has a better relationship with God than he
has at present),' and so on.

Matters. are complicated by the fact that want/desire has s mumber of

'senses' - often employed together, and we frequently slide from one sense
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to another. I write 'sense' in scare quotes, since my contention is not
that 'want' has a number of distinct meanings; I wish rather to distinguish
four strands or elements within the rather wide and sometimes vague notions
of wanting and desiring that we employ. Within the category of what I
dub 'B-wants', which I treat first, I will have also to distinguish a

number of sub-categories.

B-wants-general

Few wants or desires fail to contain an element of B-wanting, The
general form of a B-want, where I want (that p) is a belief. It is the
belief that I will be pleased (that p). 'Being pleased is'vague -
ultimately it proves too vague, and we will distinguish various kinds of
B-wants according to more precise specifications of ﬁay;in which we can be
pleaseds A few insténces before we go into matters more carefully - 1T
want a holiday' becomes - 'I want (that I am having a holiday)', and the
B-want component in this becomes - 'Ibelieve that I will be pleased (that
I am having a holiday)'. 'I want Jane'becomes, e.g. 'I want (that I am
- with Jane)', and thg B-want element may be expressed as '] believe that I
will be pleased (that I am with Jane)'. I can be 'pleased' at all sorts
of things - at experiences of my own that I anticipate undergoing - at
states of affairs which do not involve my own experiences at all, and so
on, Before we go into this, the general form bf the belief that I have
claimed is identical to a B-want requires a qualification.

Evidently I can desire that certain states of affairs obtain, even
though they would obtain after my death, or even if, were they to obtain,
I would not personally be in a position to have areaction to them, let
alone be pleaseds For instance, I can want to sacrifice my life for a
friend; I can want to be famous a hundred years from now; I can want
there to be no hungry people on the earth in 2080, The distinction here
is between wants which involve experiences I will undergo personally, and

all other wants. Thus, if I want to eat a piece of cake, I anticipate a
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pleasurable experience in the course of eating the cake = I believe that
I will enjoy eating the piece of cake - or, to return to the vague phraseology
of the beginning of this section, I believe that I will be pleased to eat
the piece of cake. But, on the other hand, I could want the next door
neighbour to recover from his illness even though I believe that I personally -
will not have any experiences in connection with the recovery - perhaps I
be;ieve‘that he is going to move away from the district as soon as he comes
out of hospitale What I want here bears no relation to what I anticipate
in the way of my own future experiences. It is not that I expect to be
pleased once the wanted state of affairs obtains and makes an impact on my
own experience, for I look to no such impact; it is rather that I expect
to be pleased at the obtaining of the said state of affairs per se.

Now I can, in principle, be pleased about that, whether it obtains
currently, has already obtained, or will obtain in the future; indeed, all
that seems necessary is that I believe that it currently obtains, or that it
has already obtained, or that it will obtain, for me to be pleased about it.
Thus, if I want the next door neighbour to recover from his illness, my
belief that I will be pleased on his recovery could be shown to be ‘correct!
as soon as I become convinced that he will recover - perhaps his wife tells
me that the doctors have every confidence, etc; my being pleased does not
have to wait upon the fact of the recovery itself. Or again, if I want to
be famous after my death, it is true in a way that were I to be around as a
kind of ghostly spectator, I would be pleased to contemplate the evidence of
ny growing fame. But, needless to say, my desire for posthumous fame would
notlnormally take this form. It in fact amounts to a belief that I would
be pleased that the following state of affairs obtains -~ I am famous after
ny death, I do not'have to wait until after my death to start being
pleased; my belief that I will be pleased about it could be shown to be
correct if, as soon as I become convinced that I will be famous after my

death, I am pleased.
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Suppose I want my son not to have been killed in an aircrash. Let
us build into the example that I do not anticipate seeing, or hearing
from my son again, if, by good fortune he is still alive. Perhaps he is
working in a foréign country,.and I am due to die from cancer very shortly.
My want here does not simply amoﬁnt to the belief that I would have been
pleased an hour ago, when the crash took place, if my son had not been
killed;vthe time factor is irrelevant, since the obtaining of the desired
state of affairs does not affect my personal experience directly., The
desire in question amounts rather to the belief that I will be pleased
once I am convinced that the state of affairs in question did obtsain,
One final example at this point: If I want to sacrifice my life for a
friend I believe that I will be pleased at the obtaining of the state of
affairs - me sacrificing my life for a friend. Evidently, I cannot wait
until I have perfoimed the sacrifice to be pleased; my being pleased will
be restricted to that period of time before my death in which I am convinced
that the appropriate state of affairs is going to obtain.
In her book 'Happiness', E. Telfer suggests that enjoyment is of activities
and experiences that I perform or undergo myself - thus I enjoy the cake,
the holiday, the film. But I scarcely enjoy-being famous after my death
(although I could enjoy dwelling on the prospect of it) - my neighbour
recovering from an illness when I am never going to see him again - the
labour party winning the election in a country I am never going to visit,
etc. Being pleased, she suggests, is a wider notion, not restricted to |
my personal activities and experiences = Ican be pleased at'the result of
the Ceneral Election, the government's stand on pornography, and so fortha.
I would have thought that I could also be pleased at those things I enjoy
or from which I gain pleasurable sensations - thus I can be pleased at
eating the cake, at watching the film, etc. Anyhow, in the spirit of her
observations, and in the light of the foregoing discussion, I distinguish

between two broad categories of B-wants.
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Experiential B-wants

For these, I reserve the expressions 'enjoying', 'getting pleasure
from', and the like. Often it would be quite natural to talk of 'being
pleased' in such contexts, but in the interests of clarity‘I will avoid so
doing from now on. When I have a B-want of this kind that p, I believe
that I will enjoy p obtaining, or get pleasure from p obtaining. Some=-
times the situation is more aptly portrayed in negative terms - I want
that p can amount to the belief that when P obtains, my present state of
discomfort, pain, etc. will disappear, |

If I believe that I will enjoy p obtaining, or have enjoyable
experiences when'p obtains, then, in so far as these are expressions of
experiential B-wants, I believe that p's obtaining will be a causal factor
in my enjoying ﬁyself.at the time that p obtains. Suppose I want a piece
of cake, This almost certainly involves an experiential B-want., . In
'propositional' form, it becomes - I want (that I am eating cake), and this,
according to the account offered here, is equivalent to the belief - that I
will enjoy the obtaining of the state of affairs - me eating a piece of cake.
Implicit in the belief is the thought that my eﬁjoyment will, at least in
part, be caused by the obtaining of the desired state of affairs. A second
instance - I want to get out of the cold water, in 'propositional' form is
expressed as 'I went (that I am out of the cold water)' which is equivalent
to the bglief - 'the obtaining of the state of affairs - me being out of the
cold water, will, at least in part, be causally responsible for me at that

time not to be in the state of discomfort I am in at present'.

Non-éxperiential‘B-wants

Por this category of B-wants, I reserve the expression 'being pleased'.
These are B-wants for the obtaining of states of affairs whosé obtaining at
time t does not causally affect my experieﬁcees at time t or later., They
are equivalent to beliefs as follows. 'T non-experientially B-want that p°

becomes - 'I believe that I will be pleased if p obtains, whether or not I
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also believe that the obtaining of p will causally affect my own
- experiences, Put in this way, my belief includes the belief that once
I am convinced that p will obtain, then I will be pleased; if I am con-
vinced that p is now obtaining, then, even if my experience is entirely
unaffected by the obtainiﬁg of p itself, my belief that it is obtaining
will be associated with my being pleased about it, etc.

7 Fof example, 'I want the liberals to bé-in power in the 22nd
century' basically amounts to the belief that I will be pleased at the obtain-
ing of the state of affairs — the liberals being in power in the 22nd century
- but since I will not be arountho witness this state of affairs, my belief
is, more specifically, that if I become convinced that the said state of
affairs will obtain, then I will be pleasedsbout it, and will continue to
be pleased about it a§ long as my conviétion remains. Or again, suppose 1
want my next door neighbour to recover from his illness, though’I.believe
that I will never see him again. This becomes: 'I believe that I will be
pleased at the obtaining of the state of affairs « my next door neighbour
recovering's But since, ex hypothesi I won't actually get any experiences
associated with his recovery itself - I won't enjoy seeing him well again -
or even enjoy his wife's happiness at his recovery, etc., my belief, more
carefully expressed, is that I will be pleased as soon as I have grounds for
thinking that he is well again, or even for thinking that he will be well
again. Accordingly I need not believe that the actual obtaining of the
state of affairs - my next door neighbour recovering - will be a causal
factor in my being pleased; I will not necessarily believe that his
recovery will causally affect my experiences at all; if there is a pure
non-experiential B-want here, what I want is purely that he recover, without
regard to whether it makes any difference at all to my experiences.
(0f course, in a natural case there would be a combination of both
experiential and non-experiential B-wants here - I separate the two rather

artificially for purposes of philosophical analysis).
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4ds with the experientiyl B-want, we can have a negative version of the
non-experienticdl B~want. 'I want the war (which is teking place in another
country which I shall never visit etc.) fo end', could mean: 'I am currently
not pleaéed, because I am convinced that thiswar is taking place, and I
believe that were I to come to believe that it had ceased, I would no longer
be distressed as I am at'present. 'In this example, it is important once
more tovemphasize the point that I need not believe that my anticipated
relief from current distress will be causally determined in any way by the
cessation of the ware I might come to have the false belief that the war
had stopped, and I would still believe that I would be pleased - so long as
1 was unaware of ‘the falsity of my belief., -
C-wants

These are simply.those beliefs involved in B-wants which are true. 1In
the category of eiperiential B-wants, the matter is easily expressed; I
B-want cake; if I actually eat it and enjoy doing so, then, at the time that
I B-wanted the cake, I also C-wanted it, There is a sense in which there can
be C-wants which are not gratified, as illustrated by the following; someone
might B-want cake, but fall down dead before he is able to eat it; it may
well be that he C-wanted it too - i.e. it ma& well be true that he would have
enjoyed it had he eaten it -~ this counterfactual being true perhaps in virtue
of certain physiological states of the person before death. As regards
non-expe;iential B-wants which turn out to be C-wants too, the matter is
slightly more complex. Suppose I B-want the liberals to be in power in the
22nd century, and also C-want this; I believe that I would be pleased were
the liberals to be in power in the 22nd centurye I will not be around to
see, so this belief amounts here to the belief that were I to become con-
vinced that the liberals were quite definitely going to be in power in the
22nd century, I would be pleased from then on. If I then do become con-
vinced, for whatever reason, that they will be in power, and I actually am
pleased about it, then I C-wanted the liberals to be in power in the 22nd

centurye Or again, if my non-experiential B-want for the recovery of my
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next door neighbour is also a C-want, then, were I to become convinced that
he would recover, was recovering, or had recovered, then I would indeed be
pleased. Generally, C-wants are judged to be present 'after the event',
although with non—experientiai wants this is evidently not always possible,
A-wants

.Characteristic examples of such wants are so called appetitive desires
for#food; sex, and so on. (Though appetitive desires are seldom purely
A-wants - in speaking of A-wants I talk of an element in desiring which
rarely occurs on its own in pure form, though it does occasionally, as I
argue shortly). Sometimes we may speak of cravings or yearnings here
rather than wants. The most important feature of such wants is that there
is no link between the having of such a want and the kinds of beliefs
involved either in expériential or non-experiential B-wants.

To give one or two examples; it is possible, though admittedly very
umusual, for me purely to A-want food; I may not believe that I will
experience pleasure when I eat the food, or enjoy eating it, or even be
pleased in any sense that I am eating it. Perhaps I have an obsessional
wish to slim - perhaps I have a severe stomach condition, and I believe
that I will experience severe discomfort wheﬁ I eat food; the condition
might be so bad that I would not believe that I would be pleased in any
sense that I had eaten it; I might feel quite suicidal, and even the bare
thought of eating food to prolongvlife would not move me,

The most plausible examples of pure A-wants occur with drug addiction.
Evidently, particularly at the beginning of th; drug taking, the person
concerned may have certain beliefs as to how he will feel after taking the
drug -~ beliefs of a favourable character. He may believe that he will feel
good in such and such ways. DBut eventually he may reach the stage where he
no longer has any such beliefs - the drug, he thinks, is doing nothing for
him -~ he wishes he were not addicted to it - he believes it is causing his

health to deteriorate, giving rise to physiological states which themselves
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are inducing within him pain and nausea. Yet he still A-wants the drug.
He craves for the next dose - he has ungovernable yearnings for it.
Further examples of a similar kind may, arguably, be found among desires
of a type with which a psychiatrist would attempt to deal, For instance
I may A-want to steal from shops ~ I am a genuine kleptomaniac. I need
not believe that I will enjoy the stealing or the having of the objects
concernéd - I need not believe that I will in any sense be pleased'at the
thiéving, or with the possession-of the objects afterwards.

It is characteristic of A-wants that the A-wantér is in a state of
mild discomfort analogous to pain; the discomfort is generally slight.

But it cannot be objected against my outline of A-wants that there is an
inevitable link with B-want type beliefs. The objection which fails would
run as follows; I waﬁt my next dose of heroin, and believe I will be pleased
when I have had it, because, whatever else will still be wrong, I think that
the present discomfort of having the want at all will be removed. The flaw
in the objection is this. Whilst I may believe that the discomfort of the
having of the want may be removed - equally I may not have this belief. I
may have reached a state in which I believe that no matter how much I try to
satisfy my want, the 'discomfort' of its preéence ~ the feeling of

desperate craving, will not disappear. Yet I may still want the next dose
- and if so, this would be, in my view, a pure A-want.

An gdditional feature of A-wants, though perhaps not peculiar to them,
is that they come and go independently of my voluntary control, I cannot,
by some kind of act of will, A-want food or sex; mneither can I in this way
extinguish such wants. I can try to distract myself from them, and I can,
if I think it is necessary, endeavour not to give into them. But once I
cease my efforts, the want may still remain., (My will can perhaps have a
longer term influence over such wants, for I can choose, or avoid choosing
certain things which might lead to various habits, etc. But when I spesk

of an 'act of will* in the present context, I mean something that could be
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accomplished fairly quickly).
D-wants

T£;re is a sense of 'want' which means roughly the same as 'intend'
or ‘choose' or 'decide'. For example, Jones says to the shopkeeper: 'i
want some cigarettes, please'. He need not, although he mey, have any
kind of yearhing or craving for cigarettes, so there need be no element
of A-wanfing here, He need not think that he will be pleased in any sense
to ﬂave the cigarettes - he may have been forced by his mother to buy some
for her, and he may be trying very hard to get her to stop smoking., So
he need not B-want or C-want the cigargﬁtes. However; without, A,B or
C-wants, Jones can still mean that.he intends to have some cigarettes, and
that he intends that the shopkeeper should give him some,

3. THE JUSTIFICATION OF WANTS

I cannot be 'justified' in having a pure A-want; when I crave for the
next dose of heroin, this is just a brute fact about me. There may be
reasons for it, in the sense that there may be an explanation, say in
physiological terms, of my craving, but I can have no kind of justification
for the craving. By the very nature of A-wgnts they are not had because the
A~-wanter believes that the object of his wanf has one set of features rather
than another. Anything can be the object of an A-want in theory, and indeed,
psychopathologj indicates that some very peculiar thiﬁgs are sometimes the
objects of A-wants. But pure A-wants are rare - there is usually a B-want
of some #ind involved too.

It is perfectly possible for someone t§ have, either an experiential,
or a non-experiential B-want, where the question of whether the want is
justified has not arisen for him, Some psychologists argue that we begin
life with a set of 'native desires' - and few of the candidates that they
suggest look as though they could be pure A-wants. For instance if, in
some sense curiosity is innate, a baby might be said to believe that it

would enjoy exploring its environment - i.e. involved in its curiosity could
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be an experiential B-want to explore the environment. The baby will
almost certainly have failed to consider whether it has any justification
for having this want. Let us consider another example which involves a
non-experiential B-want, Soﬁe people are born, let us suppose, with
innately benevolent dispositions. Hence they have non-experiential
B-wants for others to be happy. At a given time, the question of
whether‘they are justified in believing that they would be pleased if
othérs are happy need not have arisen for them.

Those beliefs, then, which constitute B-wants may on occasion be held
by people who do not consider whether they are justified‘in believing thus.
But normal reasonable people do not retain beliefs for which.they do not
think they have justification; if B-wants are had‘by soméone who dpés not
consider himself justified in having them, then he will probably give them
up over a period of time. It is possible, however, that B-wants, rightly
thought by their possessors not to be justified, might not diminish, if,
for instance, the waht is in some sense pathalogical - a result, say of
treatment in early childhood.

4 belief b which I am justified in holqing, is either in itself such
that I am justified in holding it, or such tﬁat I am justified in holding
it if I am also justified in having certain other beliefs which provide
justification for holding b. Prima facie, the beliefs which constitute
B-wants are no exception to this; if so, there may be some which are such
that we are justified in having them without reference to further beliefs,
and others which we are only justified in having given the support of
further beliefs. When further beliefs are appealed to, these may be
described as our reasons for our B-wants.

Many such reasons will simply be beliefs which link a state of.
affairs which we are justified in believing we will enjoy, or be pleased
about, with other states of affairs which are connected, e.g. causally,

with states of affairs of the former kind. Thus, suppose my belief that
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I will enjoy eating cake is one which I am justified in holding. Suppose
I want to golinto the dining room - viz., that I believe that I will enjoy
myself when I go into the dining room. This belief is not, we will suppose,
a self-justifying one; my reéson for holding it is that I believe that
there is cake in the dining room; that if I go in I will be able to have
some, and that I will enjoy having some. In different terminology, I want
to go into the dining room, not for itself, but only as a means to the end
of éetting the cake which is there. I only mention these means-ends
reasons to put them on one side since I want to concentrate on the kind of
Justification we may have for believing that we will enjoy p obtaining, or
be pleased that p, where p is already the 'end' in question.

The justification of experiential B-wants seems only to take one or
two simple forms, If'I B-want a piece of cake, my justification could
consist in my belief that I have had cake before, and that I enjoyed it on
the previous occasion. Or more eccentrically but arguably with equal
validity, my justification might consist in beliefs about my own
physiological/and or psychological meske up - beliefs which lead me to think
that I would enjoy the cake. My justificat;on for an experiential B-want
does not require me to attend to the intrinsic character of the state of
affairs that is wanted; the kind of justification I had for my want for
cake could, in principle at least, apply to anything. For instance, I
could, in theory,.experientially B-want to bite the tree on the grounds
that I believe that I have done it before and enjoyed it - or on the grounds
that I believe I am the kind of person who enjoys this kind of thing.

‘The situation as regards the justification of non-experiential B-wants
is quite different. Remember that we are excluding the cases of 'being
pleased' which result from enjoyment, and that we are reserving the
expression 'being pleased' for cases where our own experiences and activities
are not involyed. Then I cannot believe that I will be pleased that p, on

the grounds that 'I believe that I was pleased last time'. It is not a
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question of whether I was pleased last time - as though I try to remember
how I felt last time that p obtained, and conclude, given the appropriate
memory, that I will feel good about it this time too. That would be an
attempt to obtain a justificafion of a kind appropriate to experiential
B-wants. If my belief that I would be pleased that p is a justifiéd
belief, its justification springs from the correctness of mj beliefs as to
the_verj nature of p itself; Jjustification cannot lie in beliefs I might
have concerning the experience I would have as a result of p, since
ex hypothesi p need not affect my experience at all, and I may well
believé that p's obtaining will not reflect on my experience.

Now what could it be about p itself which could 'justify' my belief
that I would be pleased that p? In my view, the only way in which p
could justify my beliéf that I would be pleased that p, is if p involves
the manifestation of 'evaluative properties' such as moral goodness, courage,
prudence, beauty, and so on. If in the philosophical long run, it turnms
6ut that the 'evaluative realist' is mistaken, and there are no such things
as evaluative properties, then, as far as I can see, I cannot have a
'justified' belief that I would be pleased that p; I can only have a belief
that I would be pleased that p which amounts to a prediction of a purely
'subjective! response to p, if it obtains. Some will of course wish to
dispute this claim. But if they thought there was justification to bve
had in this area at all, I cannot see what alternative they can offer to
something like 'evaluative properties'.

There is of course still room for dispute within the confines of
evalﬁative realism over the questions - what evaluative properties are
there? - and in virtue of what properties are evaluative properties
possessed as 'resultants'. For instance, even a utilitarian of the
crude hedonic variety might accommodate himself within the realist
perspective, if he said, e.g. -~ the moral property of goodness is

possessed solely in virtue of the quantity of pleasure produced.

I .
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Often I will have both an experiential and a non-experiential B-want
that p. Suppose I want my next door neighbour to recover from his illness,
and this time expect to enjoy his company when he ié out of hospital, I
may well believe both that I will enjoy myself if he recovers, and that I
will be pleased if he recovers, If I take the view that my belief that I
will be pleased at his recovery is a justified one, this will involve me in
thinking that the state of affairs - my neighbour recovering from his
illﬁess, involfes the manifestation of a realist evaluative property - say
moral goodness of some kind. My belief that I will enjoy his recovery may
also be 8 justified one = not justified by any evaluative property manifested
thereby, but on the grounds, for instance, tha@ I have enjoyed his company
before, and I believe that his recovery means that I can enjoy his company
on more, Or again, éuppose I wish to go to the concert. I have an
experiential B-want to go - whose justification is that I believe I have
enjoyed concerts before, I may also believe that I will be pleased to go -
the justification for this could be my belief that the music manifests a
realist evaluative property - viz. 'beauty’.

Sometimes experiential and non-experiential B-wants will conflict. I
will not anticipate being really pleased ovefall, or happy, that p, where p's
obtaining will play some causal role in determining my future experience,
unless there is not merely an absence of such conflict, but also the presence
of an appropriate non-experiential B-want. An example of conflict:- I might
believe éhat I would enjoy sleeping with my neighbour's wife; nonetheless,

I might also believe that I ought not to do this., In the light of these
beliefs, it might be true to say of me that I have an experiential B-want to
sleep with her, and a non-experiential B-want to refrain from so doing. In
such a situation I will not anticipate being pleased overall to sleep with
her, or being happy to sleep with her.

Consider another example, where there might be no conflict, but whefe

the lack of an appropriate non-experiential B-want indicates that true
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happiness will not be anticipated: I might believe that I would enjoy
having an electrode implanted in the pleésure centre of my brain, and in
so far as I did so, I would have a sort of experiential B-want for the
electrode to "he implanted. But even if I had no view that such implanta-
tion would be morally wrong (possibly, I ought to have such a view, but
let us put that to one side), I am unlikely to anticipate real happiness;
I would not believe that I would be pleased overall to have the electrode
impianted. I would not have a non-experiential B-want for the electrode;
I would be unable to see any possibility that such a want could be justified.
There would be nothing about the state of affairs of an electrode implanta-
tion, I might well think, in virtue of which any realist'efaiuative property
would be manifested which could provide justification for non-experiential
B-want for the implanfation.

We are now ready to apply the results of these reflections to the
matter of desiring God. Suppose Jones worships Gods This entails that
Jones believes that God is unsurpassable (a claim that will be defended in
the next section). Part of being unsurpassable is, surely, being supremely
and ultimately desirable. Jones, believing in an unsurpassable being will
want that being more than he could possibly ﬁant anything else;  his
possession of such desires will be a cgiterion of his belief that he
recognises the suﬁremely desirable character of God. But what exactly does
it mean to say that Jones wants God more than he wants anything else? We
have already suggested some of the propositional forms such wants might
take; we are now in a position to take this further. Suppose that Jones
wants (that he is with God) more than anything else. It might seem that
this could be treated purely as an experiential B-want, according to which
Jénes has the belief that he would enjoy being with God more than he could
poséibly'enjoy anything else.

But I want to argue that such an experiential B-want is not enough; if

God is'ultimately desirable, he must be such that Jones would be more pleased,
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overall, as he thinks, or such that Jones anticipates that he would be more
tru ly happy, to be with God, than he could possibly be with anything else.
I have urged that if S is to anticipate being pleased overall that p, or
if S is to anticipate being tiusly happy that p, then there must (1) be no
conflict between S's experiential and non-experiential B-wants, and (2) S
must have appropriate and compatible experiential and non-eiperiéntial B;wants
that p.' We have seen that the justification of non-experiential B-wants that
P could onlyconsist in true beliefs concerning the manifestation in p of
realist evaluative properties. Jones requires both an experiential and a
non-experiential B-want for God; it must be possible for Jones to regard
his non-experiential B-want for God as a justified one - (indeed, if Jones
is a 'normal reasonable person' without any pathalogical religious desires,
he requires in actual.fact to think that his non-experiential B-want for God
is justified - otherwise he will not retain this want).

Hence Jones will need to believe that God is such that he possesses
certain realist evaluative properties. In sum, for Jones to believe that
God is unsurpassable, he needs to believe that God is such that he possesses
certain realist evaluative properties. We have now reached the conclusion
for which I have been arguing, and which was.the reason for my long excursion
into the subject of wants.

At this point, it is a natural step for the Theist to take - viz. to
say that Godpossesses the realist evaluative property of unsurpassability -
that it is this property that ensures his ultimate desirability, and that
he is worthy of worship.' The question of course arises as to what God must
be like to be unsurpassable. The next chapter considers this question to
the extent that it inquires how far God must be transcendent to be
unsurpassable.' Associated with the general question of what God must be
like to be unsurpassable is another. How are we to Judge what properties
he requires to be unsurpassable? Such a question does not differ in kind,

though perhaps it does differ in difficulty, from the question which faces
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all moral realists - or even all evaluative.realists. How do we judge
when an evaluative property is manifested? The evaluative realist has
to assume that we can on occasion be correct in our claim to recognize
instanceé of such properties;. such an assumption is of coursé compatible
with the possibility of wholesale error, the possibility of perpetual lack
of agreement about, for example, what is desirable, courageous, admirable,
beautiful, and the like, It would be nice for the evalﬁative realist if
.he ?ould provide a watertight and rigorous specification of the sort of
person who would be an 'ideal observer' - who would be bound to detect
evaluative properties in the appropriate circumstances. This person would
be 'rational' - not afflicted by any kind of 'blindness', moral or otherwise,
able to take an impartial view, who, after cool consideration of the situation
would react in a 'fitfing' matters But any attempt to specify such a person
would almost certainly result in circularity or vacuity.

I have argued that a religion in which an unsurpassable being is
worshipped entails some form of evaluative realism, and suggested that the
Theist treat unsurpassability itself as a realist evaluative property. 1In
the discussion that follows, I am Just going to have to assume the possi-
bility that, if such a form of Theism were tfue, we would be able to detect
or judge that about a supreme being in virtue of which he would de
unsurpassable - that in virtue of which the being would be worthy of worship.

We can perhaps render this apparently daunting judgemental task easier
than it first appears. We can, for instance, reflect that the features of
the being in virtue of which he is unsurpassable - worthy of worship, are at
the same time the reasons why we ought to do those things involved in
worship. In other words we can td some extent 'unpack' worship into some
of the characteristic activities and responses it involves. For example,
whatever it is about the being that makes him worthy of worship, is the
reason why we ought to 'bow the knee' to that being in acts of ultimate

humility. It is also the reason why a CRB ought to render the highest
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praise and honour to him; again, it is the reason why a CRB should strive
to serve : him to the very best of his ability - and why a CRB would be
Jjustified in thinking he would be happier with him than he would be doing
anything else, From a slighfly different perspective, we can say that that
about the supreme being in virtue of which he is worthy of worship will be
that in virtue of which he is worthy of certain emotional responses to him
that, afguably, a CRB ought to cultivate - a supreme degree of love,
admiration, awe, fascination, and so on.

If, then, we are sometimes at a loss when we are wondering whether a
being with such and such a nature is unsurpassable - worthy of worship, we
can look at matters in detail, and take points in turn; for instance, we
can ask whether a being of the kind in question would be such that we ought
to bow the knee to him, or, again, whether he would be such that we should
render him the highest praise and honour, etec. Ultimately the questions
that arise here will not be settlable by argument, but by judgement, We
can do no better than this.

4., MUST A BEING BE UNSURPASSABLE TO BE WORTHY OF WORSHIP?

The claim-that only an unsurpassable bging is worthy of worship is
attacked by Peter Appleby in his article 'On.Religious Attitudesf3. Since
this is a claim whose truth I have already assumed, and will go on assuming
throughout this work, I will say a little in the present section in defence
of it.

The;e is a group of closely connected statements which may relevantly
be considered in this connection, viz: »

(1) Necessarily, if any being is God, he is unsurpassable.

(2) VNecessarily, if there is an unsurpassable being, there is only
one such being.

(3) Necessarily, if any being is God, he is worthy of worship.

(4) Necessarily, if any being is worthy of worship, then he
alone is worthy of worship.

(5) Necessarily, if any being is God, he alone is worthy of
worship

(6) Necéssarily, if any being is unsurpassable, then he alone
is worthy of worship.
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We could consider (1)-(4) as premisses of an argument, whose con-
clusion is ultimately (6). (5) follows from (3) and (4). Then, putting
(5) with (1) and (2) we obtain (6). Concerning all this, the following
observations may be made. |

| (1) appears to be a de dicto necessary truth. It seems to be based
on the fact that we would not award any being the title 'God' unless he
were unéurpassable. It's ancestry is of course respectable, going back
to Anselm or beyond-God is "that than which a greater cannot be congeived“.

Concerning (2): if this premiss is true, as I indeed think it is,
its truth arises from what it means to be unsurpassable. Unsurpassability
implies both (a) that the being in question could not be bettered, and (b)
that the being in question could not be equalled. An argument for (b)
which I only sketch hére is this¢ an unsurpassable being would be eternal
and omnipotent; on standard versions of what it is to be omnipotent, it is
logically impossible for there to exist more than one eternal omnipotent
being. Hence, if there is an unsurpassable being, then, necessarily,
there is only one such being.

(3) is an assumption, with which I think Appleby would not quarrel.
Appleby entirely disagrees with the conclusién (6), and probably, therefore
with (1) and (4), which indeed seem to be the only premisses open to dispute
in‘any real sense. Appleby brings counter-examples against (6). In his
view, it would imply that in polytheistic religions, Gods were not worshipped,
since, ﬁ; presumes, if one was paying tribute to one god among others,one -
could not have been thinking of that god as unsurpassable. I have some
inclination to accept that such beings were not worshipped, but Appleby
evidently finds such an implication implausible. An alternative response
to Appleby would be to say that primitive man did, in a sense, worship all
his gods. But he was inconsistent, and thought of whatever god he was
honouring at a particular moment as uniquely unsurpassable, failing to

realise or care that this attitude conflicted with the attitude he had taken,
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say to another god on the previous day.

Writing about the Vedic religion, gnd commenting on a hymn to Indra,
Ninian Smart says: 'Here is exhibited the tendency to exalt one god as
surpreme over all. To be sufe, the hymn recognises other gods; there is
no strict monotheism here. However, here, and elsewhere in the Vedic
hymns, it is noticeable that the god addressed tends to be treated as the
sole object of worship, and the attributes of other deities are often heaped
upon him.

'This attitude has been called kathenotheism (literally 'one-god=at-a=
time-ism'). Although the composers of the hymns may on varbus occasions
address themselves to various gods, within the context of a given hymn the
god addressed is supreme...there is an attitude not far removed from
monotheism, even thouéh outside the frame other gods are recognised and
exalted. The chief gods are reckoned supreme severally, one at a time'4.

Appleby argues that the ancient Hebrews did not think of Jahweh as all-
powerful and all-knowing, but just as very powerful, and as knowing a great
deal. Yet, he claims, they worshipped Jahweh. And it was fitting for them
to do so. Also, in his view the contention that only an unsurpassable being
is worthy of worship implies that most 'ordiﬁary believers' are idolaters.

In their rituals (etc) in church, mosque or temple, they do not think of God
as being unsurpassable.

If.we refuse to say that an activity carried out by a CRB is worship
unless the being towards whom the activity is 'intentionally' directed is
thought of by that CRB as unsurpassable, one response to Appleby is this.

It is to accept that neither the ancient Hebrews nor the 'ordinary believer!
‘has the capacity for full worship; perhaps wpfshipping is something which
is an ideal; something CRB's can strive to achieve, but never accomplish
in full. Thus idolatry does not arise, since there is not actual full-
blooded worship taking place. Though this view has some attractions, it

must be admittéd that a view which results in the conclusion that 'worship!*
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is misapplied in the vast majority of cases at present could scarcely de
maintained without qualms.

Better perhaps is to say that the ancient Hebrews and the modern ordinary
believer do think that the object of their worship is unsurpassable, and
that Appleby is wrong to deny this., I suspect that Appleby assumes that
they don't take their object of worship to be unsurpassable, because he also
assumes that they would not think of themselves as believing, and would not
sa&, that the object of their worship possesses those features traditionally
thought of as those in virtue of which God is unsurpassable - Vviz.,
omnipotence, omniscience, and so forth.

But we need to make careful inguiry as to how we would go about test-
ing whether, say an ancient Hebrew believed in a God who was unsurpassable.
On my view, some kind of dispositional theory of belief is correct, and I
defend this at some length in Chapter 6. When I believe that p, I am
normally disposed, among other things; to say that p in certain circumstances,
and to think of myself as believing that p - i.e. in certain situations when
I consult my state of mind introspectively, it seems to me that I believe
that p. But - andthis is a point I develop much more fully in Chapter 6,
sometimgs when it seems to me that I believe.thaf'p, I do not in fact believe
that p; also, though typically, when I believe that p, I am disposed to
" 'assent inwardly' to p, or to say that p, this need not be so; sometimes
I can believe that p when I am neither disposed to think I have this belief,
nor diséosed to say it; unconscious beliefs are one kind of example of this,

I am not for one moment suggesting that the ancient Hewbrews had
unconscious beliefs in an unsurpassable God. But I am claiming that when
we are assessing what it is that someone believes about God; we should not
attend only to what the believer may say, or think to himself that he
believes. We must look (of course) at the whole range of his behaviour;
we must also try to imagine what he would have said and thought had he ﬁeen

confronted with situations of a kind with which he was never in actual fact
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confronted. The ancient Hebrew, for example, might, at most, have had a
disposition-to 'assent inwardly' to the proposition that Jehovah is very
powérful, rather than to the proposition that Jehovah is omnipotent. But
suppose he, anachronistically; had been confronted with St. Anselm, who
put the question to him. ‘'Do you think either that there is, or that
there might have been a being more powerful than Jehovah?' It is not at
all obvious that the Hebrew would happily have answéred in the affirmative
to éither question. Once he had considered this thought, perhaps a thought
that had never entered his head before, I suggest he might well deny that any
being could possibly be more powerful than Jehovah. Of course, on a
dispositional theory of belief, there is no infallibility . about the
mental or verbal responses- that a He brew ﬁould make when stimulated by
St. Anselm either., But such a theofy makes us much more cautious than
Appieby about assuming that we can tell what, say, the Hebrews believed just
from what they would probably say or think in everyday religious circumstances.
The behaviour of the Hebrews in general could quite plausibly be interprefed
as manifesting belief in an unsurpassable being.

Similar points could be made about the modern 'ordiﬁary believer'. He
might not ve disposed to say, or to think thét he believed, for instance, in
an omnipotent being, as opposed to a very powerful being, within the standard
range of circumstances in which he would be likely to be placed. It  is
at least arguable that his behaviour as a whole,and possibly the extremes
of emotigns that'ﬁt lé;st some normal believers exhibit, could be interpreted
as belief in an omnipotent being, and more generally, belief in an
unsurpassable being. If might also be contended, that were we able to put
the 'normal! belie%er on the spot, and ask him in a way he found intelligible
whether he supposed that the object of his devotion could be surpassed, he

then might insist that the object of his devotion could not be surpassed.
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CHAPTER THREE
UNSURPASSABILITY AND TRANSCENDENCE

1. Unsurpassability entails transcendence; general

We are now ready to explore the links between the unsurpassability of
¢ supreme being, and the transcendence of that being. With;ut argument,

I will assume that God must at least have the traditional properties in
order that he be unsurpassable - viz. that he must be omnipotent, omniscient,
omnipresent, eternal, the creator ex nihilo of all 6ther existing things.

I will have g little more to say about the implication that he must be the
creator when we come to the questi?n of ontological transcendence. A
further major implication, that he must be perfectly good, and the type of .
transcendence which flows from this, will form the subject of the bulk of
the present chapter.

Ot%o writes: 'The 'truly mysterious' object is beyond our
apprehension and comprehension not only because our knowledge has certain
irremovable limits but because in it we come upon something inherently
'wholly other' whose kind and character are incomﬁeaéurable with our own,
end before which we therefore recoil in a wonder that strikes us chilland
nnmb‘1.

In my terms, Otto thinks that God must be ontologically transéendent
in order that emotions such as awe, fear, wonder, and so on, should be
fitting, and that he is epistemologically transcendent in virtue of his
ontological transcendence, The reference to the 'irremovable limits' of
our knowledge also suggest that Otto believes that an unsurpassable being is
'bound’ to be mysterious to 'finite' CRB's. I am in broad agreement with
this'approach, but I will spend a few paragraphs in spglling matters out in
my own ‘way. -

We will see later that there are important differences between
epistemological transcendence in the sense of transcending understanding,

and epistemological transcendence in the sense of transcending knowledge,

but for present purposes these two types may be treated together. VWhen a
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Theist says that God is mysterious, this may well be an expression of his
conviction that God is such that before him it is fitting to feel the -
utmost humility, and such that it is fitting to perform acts directed to
him which express extreme self-abnegation. God, the Theist feels, is so
great that he is bound to be beyond the powers of CRB's to understand him
fully, and bound to be beyond the powers of CRB's to know all there is to
know about him. It would, of course, be fitting to feel awe of a being
who‘is creator and lord of fhe universe, all powerful, all knowing, etc.
There is a strong impulse to say, however, that it is fitting to feel an
even greater degree of awe (etc) with respect to a being who is all that
the former being.is, but is also 'mysterious' in the sense of Otto - viz.
unknowable because other, different, In this kind of context Otto also
speaks of 'fascination'; being unsurpassable involves being supremely
desirable, as we discussed in the last chapter; a being who is unknowable,
and/or incomprehensible, at least to some degree, seems to have that in
virtue of which he is more desirable, because of an extra element of
'fascination', than a being who is seemingly all that the first being is,
but lacks the mystery.

- It is, of course, at points ;ike this tﬁaf the elements of 'judgement!'
comes in - the point I touched on at the end of the last chapter. If some-
one disputes here that unsurpassability does involve mystery; if they
-claim that they can see nothing 'fascinating' about mystery, there is little
more thaﬁ I can say to show that I am 'right' and that they are 'wrong'.

It is a familiar, but important point, touched on indeed by Applebyz,
that there comesa point when the degree of mystery invested in the object
of worship begins to interfere with the very possibility of some of the other
emotions which it is fitting to have with respect to the object or being in
question, In so far, for example, as love may be thought of as an emotion,
it is clearly not possible to feel any degree of love, let alone the

greatest possible degree of love, for a being who is wholly mysterious and
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and incomprehensible, The constraints on the degree of mystery that a
supreme being may possess are not only of the philosophical kind which we
will spend some time in discussing, then, but are also religious; worship
of a totally mysterious and incomprehensible being is an unintelligible
activity., Nevertheless, there is no doubt in my mind, at least, that a
being who was indeed unsurpassable would not be totally within the
epistemological grasp of a CRB; it will be in Chapter 4 that we will
discuss various precise philosophical versions of this claim, and examine
whether there are tenable versions.

Concerning ontological transcendence, very similar points can be made
as wereput forward in favour of a degree of mystery. It.seems wholly
appropriate to respond with extreme emotional responses, for example, in
the way of wonder, fascination,-dread, awe, astonishment, and so on, to
that being who is worthy of worship. And a being who was at least to
some degree ‘other' or 'alien‘ would seem to be more fitting as an object
of these emotions than a being who was not ontologically transcendent in
this way. And a being who was not only wonderful, but also *different!
would perhaps be more desirable (Otto's fascination) than a being who
lacked ontological transcendence.

A profound difference between religions of India - Hinduism and
Buddhism, even where they contain important monotheistic elements, and the
monotheism of the Judaeo-Christian and Islamic traditions, is that in the
latter the supreme being is seen as the creator ex nihilo of the universe,
whereas in the former he is not. Worship is the characteristic mode of |
religious approach to the God of Judaeo-Christianity and Islam, whilst
meditation and contemplation is the characteristic mode of the Indian
religionse Even the adherents of Bhakti-loving devotion to & God, mever
invgsted him with the powers of a creator exnihilo. And it is, of course
the Judaeo~Christian and Islamic traditions that have developed the notion

of the 'otherness' of God.
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I will sketch a 'route' to ontological transcendence which goes by
means of the notion of creation ex nihilo: to be unéurpassable, a being
must be the creétor ex nihilo of everything else that exists; being the
creator ex nihilo is a property which conforms to the specification of
ontological transcendence which I gave in Chapter 1;an ontologically
transcendent being (a) possesses essentially at least one property which
any other existent would essentially not possess, and (b) the property in
queétion must also be such that any other existent would essentially fail
to possess it to a lesser degree.

It might be thought that the property of being the creator ex nihilo
fails to meet requirement (b). For, it might be said, God could impart
to other beings the ability to create ex nihilo; it might appear to
follow from this thatlthey possessed to a lesser degree that property which
God is alleged to possess essentially. However, I do not in fact think
that it would be a matter of a property being possessed to a 'lesser degree'.
God would have to maintain in existence such lesser creators as he chose to
permit, otherwise they and their creations would ‘disappear'. There is
surely a difference in kind between the property of being.the original
creator and sustainer of all ex;sting things; and the property of possess-
ing delegated creative and sustaining powers. Hence the property of being
the creator ex nihilo does after all meet the (b) requirement for ontological
transcendence.

As ;ith mystery, ontoiogical transcendence must not be such as to
.preclude the iery possibility of worship. If, for instance, ontological
transcendence denies personhood, then an ontologically transcendent being
would not surpass a being not endowed with such a 'characteristic'; Now
being the creator ex nihilo surely involves agency of a kind which only a
person possesses; the expression 'impersonal creator' does not seem to
denote a possible entity. Hence, insofar as being the creator involves God

in being 'other', this 'otherness' cannot preclude his being a person. The
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emphasis on the unsurpassable being possessing personhood will prove
crucial in ensuing discussion.

If we now consider briefly the third type of transcendence - viz.
ineffability: <there seems to be a close association between the views
that God is beyond the understanding of CRB's and that he is in some
sense beyond the language of CRB's. We cannot speak of something of
which we have no comprehension. If another understands something that
we ao not, we can repeat what he says, taking his authority for the fact
that the string of words in question can express an intelligible proposition.
But, it may be thought, any view that God is beyond the understanding of
CRB's which is extreme enough to be interesting, willimply that no CRB
could in principle be in a position to understand. So there would not
even be the possibility of using someone else's authority to support
statéments about God which we want to make but cannot understand ourselves.

However, in my later discussion of belief, I argue that we cannot in
fact believe anything about God which we cannot understand in the sense of
'understand'  apparently employed in the above paragraph. I also take up
a conclusion I reach shortly concerning the moral nature of a supreme being -
that there is an entirely different sense of"understand' in which we fail to
understand God which has no obvious link with the §uestion as to whether he
is ineffable. I argue that this distinct sense of 'understand"is such
that absence of understanding need not preclude belief,

The-motives for attributing ineffability to God seem much the same as
those which lie behind the other types of transcendence. A being who is
too great to be subject to be subjedt description mastery of which a CRB is
irn principle capable, is a being before whom it is, for instance, more
fitting to bow the knee in acts of ultimate humility than a being who is
not transcendent in this way. (In the present work I do not attempt to
discuss the philosophical problems which may be thought to arise from

ineffability,lother than those involved in belief).
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2. The Moral Nature of an Unsurpassable being

I now proceed to argue for the same general conclusions vis a vis
ontological and epistemological transcendence outlined in section 1, via
the consideration of the goodness of an unsurpassable being. . I show that
unsurpassable goodness is such that (a) CRB's cannot fully understand it
or know about it, and (b) that it involves aspects of God's nature which
are ontologically alien to what may be found within creation.

Morél Rightness, and Moral Goodness
In the spirit of Ross’

, but not to the letter, I want to distinguish
between moral rightness and moral goodness., Moral rightness, as . I under-
stand it, can be a property of an action; it is closely linked to whether
that action is such that an agent ought to do it — I will be a 1little more
explicit about this in a moment. Persons as such cannot have the property
of moral rightness. Moral goodness, on the other hand, can bei(a) a
property of persons, and of their emotions, desires4, and intentions, and
(b) a property of actions. If a person is morally good, he is such that
if he were praised, this would be fitting or appropriate. He deserves
praise, or to be estimated highly. These remarks scarcely constitute a
'definition' of moral goodness, and they aré‘not intended to be such.

They should, however, seryé to distinguish the moral goodness of a person
from other 'evaluative properties'that he might have. For instance, if
we attribute high intelligence to someone, we might be described as
attribufing aﬁ 'evaluative property' to him. But whilst praise of
intelligence may in some sense be justified, it is scarcely deserved.

. An action is morally good if it is such that the performance of it by
an agent A is a reason for A being praiseworthy = morally good. As will
be shortly made clear in examples, suéh a reason can be overridden by other
reasons in such a way that A is not praiseworthy overall. Furthermore,

whatever it is about an action in virtue of which it is morally good

provides an agent with a reason for doing A; I will have more to say about
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reasons for action later. When an action is morally good, its goodness
is not linked in the same way as is moral rightness with the question
whether an agent ought to perform the action, as we will see shortly.

As characterised in Chapter 2, I take a moral realist view, both of
moral rightness and of mdral goodness. So, on this view, both persons
and actions possess the property of moral goodness in virtue of their
possession of other properties, at least some of which are non-relational
andrhave an ‘'objective base'. Also, actions possess the property of moral
rightness in virtue of their possession of qther properties, at least some
of which are non-relational and have an 'objective base'. |

Let us make some distinctions among actions, in respect of moral
rightness. (1) An act can be right, all things considered. If®, it is
an act which an agent ought to do, all things considered; I shall some-
times speak of acts which ought to be done. The judgement that an act is
right is sometimes reaéhed by an agent after considering various options,
for each of which he may think there are reasons. Though he need not
deliberate at all - and there may be no other possibilities even
apparently open to him. So, in the type of example beloved by moral
philosophers, Jones has promised his aunt to:go and see her. But, at the
moment he is about to set out, his neighbour suffers a heart attacke Jones
being a doctor, can administer medical aid to the man which might even save
his life until he can be got to hospital and given full treatment. Both
keeping ihe promise, and helping the man, would be morally right actions
for Jones, He decides that on balance the rightness of the second action
overrides the rightness of the first, and judges, accordingly, that he
ought to do the second action — that it is right, all things considered.
An essential feature of the all-things-comsidered-right action, the action
which the agent ought to do is this. If the agent recognises that he
'ought to do the action, and fails to do it, then he is morally bad in not

doing it.
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(2) An action can be right, even though it is not, in a particular
circumstance, that action which an agent ought to perform. Ross would
have said that the action was prima facie right. I would eschew his
explanation of prima facie rightness in terms of rightness that seems to
be present, or tends to be present. I would say that an action which is
prima facie right really is right, whether or not it is also that which I
ought to do-right-all-things-considered5. That in virtue of which the
action is right can provide the agent with a reason for thinking he ought
to do the action, but this reason need not be compelling; it is the kind
of reason which can be put aside should the agent decide that he ought, all
things considered, to do not that action but another.

Reverting to the original example, Jones considers the act of going
to see his aunt. This action would be right, since it would be keeping his
promise (or it would 'generate' the act of keeping his promise - it depends
'on your theory of action). The fact that it would keep a promise is a
reason for thinking that one ought to do it. Giving medical assistance to
the neighbour would also be right; there aie reasons for Jones thinking
that he ought to do this - the reasons being, for example, that the neighbour
will be helped - that his life may possibly fe saved, and so on. Jones
decides that the reason for going to the aid of his neighbour 'overrides!'
the reason for going to see hisaunt, and accordingly judges‘that helping his
neighbour is what he ought to do. In . - this context, *‘overrides' does
not mean 'silences' (to use McDowell's phrase)G. The reason which 'loses*
is not 'extinguished'; the rightness of keeping the promise is not merely
apparent; it is real enough.

An act which is prima facie right, but which is not that act which
the agent ought to do, all things considered, is not such that the agent is
morally bad in refraining from doing ite It is not morally bad of Jones to
refrain from going to see his sunt in the circumstances of the example. An

agent may desérve censure for allowing himself to get into a situation in
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which the act, A, which he ought to do all things considered, is incompat-
ible with Pis performance of an alternative act, B, which is prima facie
right; had.! the aéeﬁt aéted otherwise at an earlier stage, he might have
been able to do both A and B. But the moral badness of the agent is had
by him in virtue of his earlier folly; he is not morally bad at time t in
virtue of failing to do B at t, where doing A at t is what he ought to do,
all things considered, and he cannot do both A and B at t.

I want to avoid, as far as possiblé, commitment fo a particular theory
of action individuétion, for which I have no space to argue. It is worth
noticing, however, that on a so called ‘austers’ vieﬁ of act individuation,
sometimes attributed to Davidson,  the act, say of killing Jones may be the
same act as the action of saving my wife from being attacked by a lunatic.
Thus, one and the same action can, given my remarks above, be both prima
facie right and prima facie wrong. There is nothing objectionable about
this. Colloquially we say: there are reasons why I ought to do that, but
there are also réasons why I ought not to do thate On a so-called
'prolific! fheory of action individuation such as that advﬁnced by Goldman7
or Kim, the action of killing Jones would not be the same action as the
sction of saving my wife from being attacked‘hy a dangerous lunatic. So
it might seem that on such a vieﬁ, an action could not be both prima facie
righf and prima facie wrong., However, we can still say that killing Jones
has a 'consequence', my wife's being saved from attack; it is prima facie
wrong qua exemplification of the act type = killing a human being, but it
is also prima facie right since it has a 'consequence' my wife being saved
from .attack.

(3) An action may be neither prima facie right nor prima facie wrong; an -
agent méy have no reasons for thinking he ought to do it, and no reasons
for thinking that he ought not to do it; presumably the vast majority of
our everyday actions are like this, But, as we will see shortly, such an

action could still be a morally good action; and it could still be an
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action which an agent would be morally good to perform. Not allgood
actions are actions which agents ought to do.
(4) An action may be prima facie wrong; in virtue of its nature, there
may bé a reason why an agent ought not to do the action. So, aryuaﬁly, an
action which is a killing of ‘a human being is prima facie wrong; the fact
that a certainraction would be a killing is a reason why it ought not to
be done. |
(5) An action may be wrong, all things considered;‘ it will then be an
action which, all things considered, ought not to be done; I shall sometimes
| speak simply of actions which ought not to be done. An essential feature
of such actions is this; If an agent recognises the action as one that
ought not to be done, and ye# he still does it, then he is morally bad to
do it. He deserves censure. As a person, he is worthy of blame.

We can maké a different set of distinctions among actions, which
reflect whether we as persons are morally good, morally indifferent, or
morally bad to do these actions, as opposed to reflecting whether the actions .
themselves are morally right, morally indifférent, or morally wronge. This
set of distinctions cuts across the set of distinctions (1) = (5) that we
have just outlined.
(A) Actions which it is morally good of us as persons to do = for which we
deserve moral approfal. I will illustrate by means of examples that
examples belonging to this category include both (p) actions which we ought
to do, all things considered, and (q) actions of which this requirement does
not hold. It may also be thought that in certain circumstances I might be
morally good as a person to perform an action which I ought not to do, all
things considered; in a momeﬂt I make one or two brief observations on
this -~ (r).

Concerning (p): perhaps, in view of John's promise to Jane when they were‘
married, he ought, .all things considered, to look after Jane for seven years

while she slowly dies of M.S. Yet he is still morally good to do this.
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He deserves our approval for so doing. Yet obviously we do not always
deserve approval for doing what we ought. Sometimes doing what we ought
is merely escaping a position in which we would be blameworthy - morally |
bad as persons, were we to refrain from the action in quesfion. For
instance, as a father I ought to give my child enough to eat if I can,
Normally, however, I would not deserve any credit for so doing. If 1
did not give my child enough to eat, on the other hand, that would be
morally bad of me. I would deserve disapproval.

Concerning (q). Falling on the bomb to protect his comrades from
'the explosion is not something that Jones ought to do, all things con-
sidered. I doubt whether it is something that is even prima facie right.
But it would certainly be an.action for which Jones would deserve approval.

Concerning (r), we need an example in which a person thinks at least
that an action would not be morally wrong - thinks perhaps that it would be
prima facie right, or even rigﬁt, all things considered, and/or that it is
an action in the performence of which he would be morally good as a person.
Yet this action would not be, in our opinion, as the agent thinks it to be.
We would take it to be, say, wrong all things considered. I am tentatively
inclined to the view that there are no plausible examples, and that the best
we could say.of such a person is that, given his possession of what we would
regard as misteken moral beliefs gbout the moral character of the action, he
might be neither morally good nor morally bad as a person in the performance
of the action, I do not think that an agent ever deserves praise for the
performance of an action which is, as we think, wrong all things considered.
However, I am not so confident of my view here as to insist absolutely on
this point. It is not crucial to the general argument, |
(B) Actions for which we deserve neither blamenor censure - in the performe
ance of which as persons we are neither morally good nor morally bad. -_This

category includes some actions which we ought to do, all things considered,

some actions which are brima facie right, some which are neither prima facie
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right nor prima facie wrong, some which are prima facie wrong and even,
as discussion of (r) above suggests, some which are wrong all things con-
sidered. However, whilst mistaken beliefs as to the moral character of
actions may allow an agent to avoid deserving moral censure, ﬁistakeﬁ
factual beliefs as to the character of the action in question are not to
the point. It might be thought, for instance, that if I had, through no
fault of my own, false factual beliefs about a certain action, then I might
not realise that it was one which I ought not to do, all things considered.
Hence it might be concluded that as a person it would be neither morally
.good nor morally bad of me to do ite My response is that in the circum-
stances as described, I would not intentionally be performing the action
under that deseription which was applicable to it though I believed otherwise,
and so the question of whether I was morally good, morally bad, or morally
indifferent to do the action under that deseription would not arise at all.
(C) Actions which it is morally-bad of us as persons to do. Many of these
| will be acts which I ought not to do, all things considered. But acts which,
though prima facie wrong, are not acts which I ought not to do, all things
considered, can easily be actions which it is morally bad of me to do -~ e.g.
if done with bad intentions. The same point seems to hold good for acts
which are neither prima facie right nor prima facie wrong, acts which are
prima facie right, and even actions, perhaps, that are right all things
considered. Lest the latter seem an extreme claim, consider the following.
Jones might believe that an action which we would take to ie one he ought to
do, all things considered, was in fact an action which he ought not to do,
all things considered. Yet he still might do it. It might well be argued
that in such circumstances Jones would deserve moral censure.

Plantinga points out in his discussion of ‘'great making properties'8
that some properties which are traditionally ascribed to God have an
‘intrinsic maximum's The maximum amount of power that any being in

principle could have is omnipotence, and so an unsurpassable being will be
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omnipotent. Tﬁe greatest degree of knowledge that a being could possess
is omniscience - so an unsurpassable being will be omniscient. Gererally,
many properties may be possessed to a given degree; objects possessing them
may be allocated positions along a scale, which ranges from zero to that
property's intrinsic maximum. Plantinga goes on to express some doubt as
to whether all the properties that an unsurpassable being must undoubtedly
possess have intrinsic maxima. For 'moral perfection' to be possessed at
a maximum, he suggests that a being could always do what is morally right,
'so it would notlbe possible for it to be exceeded along those lines'g.
" But he is fairly tentative about this.

My argument for the transcendence of the moral nature of the
unsurpassable being falls in#o two main parts. The first part deals with
the notion of moral perfection. The second discusses that aspect of
divine goodness which goes beyond moral perfection, namely supererogatory

goodness.

Qutline of the First Part of the Argument
Following Plantinga's hint, I say that a necessary condition for moral

perfection is that the agent always does what he ought to do, and never does
what he ought not to do. There is no difficulty in understanding this
element of ﬁoral perfection. It does appear to b;ifntrinsic maximum of a -
property, degrees of which can be understood in fairly crude arithmetical
terms. But my concern will be with the moral status of the agent as he
always does what he ought, and never does what he ought not, and I will be
arguing that we cannot see such'moral status in anything like simple
arithmetical terms - that we have no clear notion of what kind of moral
status would come at the top of a unitary scale of moral goodness as applied
to persons. It will be my contention that the agent himself can be good in
moré than one way as hé does what he ought, and refrains from doing whgt he
ought not; that these differing types of goodness cannot sensibly be com-

pared; that a being with only one of these types of goodness would not be
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unsurpassable, and yet that it is not possible for a being to have more
than one of these types of goodness at one and the same time, I develop
these points by means of an example, and by applying to the example the
results of extended discussion of B-wants and of the notions of explénation

end understanding of actions,

The First part of the Argument

While driving home, Jones sees Smith lying in the road; it is pouring
with rain outside, and Jones has a bad cold; also Jones is in a hurry to
get home So that he can see his favourite T.V. programme. Jones realises
.that Smith may well be very ill and needs help; there is no one else in the
vicinity; Jones judges fhat, all things considered, he ought to help Smith -
helping Smith would be the right action, all things considered. He accord-
ingly goes ahead and helps Smith. At no time does he believe that he will
enjoy helping Smith, or believe that he‘will get any kind of pleasure from
helping Smith - in brief, he doés not have an experiential B-want to help
‘ Smith.

In contrast to the first Jones, we can imagine a second Jones, Thé
latter sees Smith lying in the road while he is driving home, as before.

The sgcond Jones also notices that it is pouring with rain outside -~ he also
has a bad coid, and his favourite T.V. programme will soon be on at home,
However, the second Jones is very upset on seeing Smith in the road, and he
wants to hélp Smith. (Shortly, we will have to investigate what sense of
'want' is in questioﬁ here, and whether, in any sense, the first Jones 'wants!'
to do what he ought to do). Tﬁe second Jones, when deciding to help Smith,
does not consciously judge that he ought to help Smith - though we may
suppose that the situation of the second Jones is sufficiently similar to
that of the first Jones for helping Smith to be that which is the right
thing for him to do, all things considered. The second Jones in fact forms
the intention of doing that action which he wants to do, where his want has

in some sense arisen from his emotional response to the situation.
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A considerable part of the first part of my argument will consist
in a discussion of how we would appraise morally the first Jones vis a vis -
the second Jones. But in order to do so, I need to make some general
points about (a) wants, and (b) explaining and understanding actions.” I
begin with the latter.

The Nature of the expianation and understanding of actions

I want to distinguish;petween two levels at which we understand actions,

linked with two levels at which we explain actions. Whilst the distinction
is, I contend, a genuine one it is admittedly artificial in the sense that
'in common speech we frequently éombine the levels together in varying
mixtures.
The first level, At this leyel, explanation and understanding of actions
involves beliefs and intentions only. Imagine that we wanted to explain
and understand Jones' shooting of Smith, which took place yesterday at
12 o'clock. We can cite Jones; reasons; at the colloquial level these
reasons may be framed in terms of 'wants'. For example, we may say that
Jones shot Smith because he wanted to kill Smith. This could form part of
a first level explanation if we understand 'wanted®' in its pure D-want sense.
The full first-level explanation runs: Jones shot Smith because he intended
to kill Smifh, and he believed that shooting him would very likely result
in his death. | | ' |
Explanations at the first level should ultimately cite the widest
intention, or, as I shall sometimes say, the motive. In explaining Jones
shooting of Smith, in the mannef specified above, we are implying that an
intention to kill Smith was the widest intention he had. By 'widest
intention' I mean that intention which has the greatest 'distance' from
any intention, if there were such, to perform the basic action concerned.
'Basic action' is to be understood in roughly Danto's sense10 - it is an
action which is not done through the agent performing a distinct action.

If moving my finger is a basic action, then I might press the trigger by
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moving my finger, shoot the revolver by pressing the trigger, and kill

Smith by shooting the revolver., If I had an intention to press the

trigger, this would be ‘'nearest' to my 'basic intention', if I had one, to
move my finger, whilst the inteﬁtion to kill Smith is the intention &t the
'greatest distance' from my basic intention to move my finger. We can
supply first level explanations in terms of intentions and beliefs of all11
the actions jusf mentioned, except one. I moved my finger because 1
believed that this would press the trigger, which would fire the revolver,

which would kill Smith, and I inténded to kill Smith; I pressed the trigger
‘because I believed that this would fire the revolver, which would kill Smith,
and I intended to kill Smith; I fired the revolver because I believed that

this would kill Smith and I intended to kill Smith. But once we reach the
action ofkilling Smith, which'probably involves the widest intention - viz.

the intention to kill Smith, there is no more explanation to be had at the

first level. Though there miéht be if we changed the example slightly -
perhaps I have the wider intemtion of killing everyone I meet whose name is
Smith or the wider intention of getting myself imprisoned, etce Then we

could go on with first level explanation and unders#anding for one more stage - -
we could say that I killed Smith because I believed that his name was '
Smith, and I intended to kill everyone named Smith; or - I killed Smith
because I believed that such an act would get me arrested and imprisoned,
and I intended to get myself arrested and imprisoned. Ultimately, however,
first level explanations come to an end with the widest intention cited.
Néfertheles;, it seems to me thét once we have the agent‘s motive, or
widest intention, there is often room for explanation and understanding

of a different kind - of just why the agent should have such an intention.
If we feel, having been supplied with an explanation, a full explanation

at fhe first level, that we still do not understand the agent, then we ,
are notmerely expressing dissatisfaction with the fact that the chain

of explanations at the first level has come to an end. We want the

intention of the agent to be made intelligible to us - we require, in fact -
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Explanation and understanding at the second 1e¥e1. Here, we start with :
a statement of the agent's widest intention or motive. In many cases we §
then supply. the agent'é reasons fo; forming the iﬁtention in question;
BrOadiy speakiqg, a peligf citeq_in explanation at the second level which
is referred to as the égent's reason (fbrfd&ming his intention) may be
charactefised as follows; it is such that it 'accounts for'; or 'explains!
or 'makes intelligiblé' the formation of an intention without either (1)
there being any sérict logical relation between the reason, the iptentiop,
and the action, or (2) there being any negd for further desires of the
'agent to be mentioned. Second level explanation does not seem to me to
have any one form - or even to fall into j;st a few well-defined categories.
This should become clear shogtly as I discuss examples.

Whilst second-level-explanation 'reasons' can, at least in principle
render intelligible the formation Sf an agent's intention without the | é
introduction of a desire, theré wiil be cases where it ju;t is-true that
A—wan£s, B-wants, and emotional states of the agent are involved. Unless
these are br;ught in, full seqond ievel explanations of suph cases will not
be hade In other cases aga;n, we do not mention the agent's reason for
forming the intention, for he has no reason; but we simply mention the
A and B-wants that he has (for which he has no reasons) and this, on
occasion, can be enough to make the forming of the intention in question
intelligible, There are also cases where no explanation of an action at
the second level is forthcoming at all, and I will mention some of these
shortly. | |

A case where we do need to cite the agent's reason is Jones action in
shooting Smith, Jones' reasons for forming the intention to kill Smith
are -« e.g. that he believes Smith to have seduced his wife and ruined his -
career. It may also be true that Jones has a non-experiential, and even
an experiential B-want to kill Smith. But I doubt that mentioning suéh

wants, in this example at least, improves our understanding of why Jones
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formed the intention in question; the reasons why he would B-want to
kill Smith would be the same reasons why he forms‘the intention to kill
Smith at all,

Of course, Jones may have shot Smith, or formed the intention to
shoot Smith, 'because he was angry'. He could have formed the intention
to shoot Smith for the reasons mentioned above; without being angry, but in
a very natural case, thé intention is accounted fpr at the second level in
a more circuitous fashion by means of an emotion and a B-want - viz. Jones
was angry because he believed Smith to have seduced his wife and ruined his
.career; he had a strong B-want to kill Smith because he was angry - and all
this accounts for the fact that he formed the intention to kill Smith. The
emotion and B-want component pf an explanation at the second level becomes
very important when we shortly examine the case where Jones helps Smith
'from compassion'. |

Examples of second-level eiplanation where agent's reasons of the kind
quoted above are not forthcoming may involve, among other things, ‘appetites’
- e.g. hunger, or 'natural curiosity‘.,; For instance, ;He formed the intention |
to eat the cake because he was hungry'. I think this second level explana-
tion should be rendered as follows: ‘He formed the intention to eat the cake
because he both A-wanted and B-wanted to eat it'. (True, he might have a
reason for the B-want - he might believe that he would enjoy eating the cake
because he had had cake before and énjoyed it = for instance. But a second
level explanation which just cites hunger, where there are no such reasons
as these, could be perfectly safisfactéry as it stood). Or again -'The
child formed the intention to go and see the next room out of curiosity*
means ‘The child formed the intention to go and see the next room because
he B-wanted to do so'. No reason fof the B-want need be given, and such
a second level account could be perfectly safisfactory as it stands.

(Colloquially we sometimes use the word 'reason' in these sorts of

cases too - for instance, wé might say: ‘'The reason he ate the cake was
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that he was hungry': 'The reason the child entered the next room was
curiosity', etc. But as I have been using 'reason' and will continue to
use it in the context of second-level explanations, a 'reason' is a specific
belief of the agent, whereas'hﬁnger', 'curiosity' and the like, cannot
intelligiby be identified with beliefs).

Candidates for kinds of actions where no second-level explanation is
forthcoming arevthe following, although I wiil not discuss them beyond
making a few brief remaerks, They are: actions involving weakness of will,
impﬁlsive actions, and habitual actions. If Jones judges that he B-wants
" more than anything else to do X, does not think there is any reason why he
ought not do do X, and yet fails to do X, we have an example of akrasia.
There is a sense in which his action is 'inexplicable' - that is, I would
contend, no explanation at tﬁe second level is to be had for it If an
0ld man just in front of me lurches out into the road in the path of én
oncoming lorry and, quick as a flash, I whip out my arm and thrust him back,
we canngt explain my forming an intention to save the man - it all happened
too quickly and impulsively for a second level explanation to be available.’
Or again, if I tread on the left side of the fifth'stair because the right
side squeaks - I may do this for the thousandth timé without thinking - out
of habit - and we would not expect there to be an account forthcoming of

‘why I formed the intention to tread on the left side of the fifth stair'.

More about B-wants

It will be recalled from Chapter 2 thatfour 'kinds' of wants were
distinguished. Within the class of B-wants, I discussed two types:
experientiél B-wants and non-experiential B-wants. I now want to'
talk sbout what I suggest is a subcategor& of non-experiential B-want,
which I will refer to as a moral B-want. Suppose that I think that I
ought to do A. I may in the light of this want to do A.  If this
want is indeed a species of non-experiential B-want, then its general‘
form may be expressed as: I believe that I will be pleased if I do A.

In Chapter 2 however, it became clear that we must provide for expressions of

non-experiential B-wants which take care of cases where I cannot anticipate



62

being around to have a reaction at or after the time that the wanted state
of affairs obtains - for instance - the want to sacrifice my 1life, the
want that the liberals be in power in the 22nd century, and the like.
And indeed, there is no difficulty in providing such expression sinée;
ex hypothesi, non-experiential B—wants‘do not relate to any experience 1
may anticipate having as any kind of causal consequence of the wanted state
of affairs. To take care of cases such as when I think I ought to sacrifice
ny life, and non-experientially B-want to do this in the moral sense, we can
put matters thus for the moral B-want that p; either - I.believe that I
-will be pleased that p and/or I believe that I will be pleased once I am
certain that p will obtain - once I am certain, for instance, that I am
going to do A.

If I am justified in thinking that I will be pleased to do A, my
jusfification will consist in certain correct beliefs I have about A;
where this is a case of a moral B-want these beliefs will also be my
reason or reasons for thinking that I ought to do A.

Consider what should be an untroublesome instance: suppose I think
I ought to go and see my aunt. My reason for thinging this is, we will
stipulate, that it will keep my promise, And we will say that I have a
moral B-want (a type of non-experiential B-want) to see her. In a natural
case, I would have other kinds of B-wants here too - I might believe that I
would enjoy going to see her, for instance. But let us stipuiate that
none of these are present. My moral B-want to go and see my aunt will
siﬁply be the belief that I wili be pleased to go and see my aunt. Perhaps,
héwever, the want might take a more negative form. In so far as I believe
that I ought to go and see my sunt, I might anticipate that I will be
displeased if 1 do not go and see her. So my moral B-want to go and see
her might be this: I believe that I will avoid being displeased-at-omitting-
the-action-going-to-see-my-aunt, just so long as I do go and see her, |

Suppose, to make the example more troublesome now, that I think that
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going to see my aunt will involve such ferrible.traumas that I ﬁill undergo
personality changess; I.ahticipate that these will be so drastic that I can-
-not believe now anything about what attitude I will take to anything after
the change. We then have to express matters somewhat tortuously,viz. (1)
the positive form: I beliefe fhat I will be pleased once I am sure I am
goiné to see her, and this attitude, so I belleve, will persist for as
long as I am sure,and up to the time when my drastig personality change
will occur. (2) the negative form~ I believe that I will avoid that attit-
-ude of being displeased that I would have,were I to become suré that I
was not going to see my aunt,this attitude persisting until my change.

My reason for my moral B-want to go and see my aunt,if I have such a
want,will be the same as my reason Por thinking that I ought to go and
see my aunt. If I do in fact go to see her, we might provide a second
level explanation of this in terms of my realisation that it will keep my
promise. Even if I do have a moral B~want to go and see her, the addition
of this fact to the second-level explanation of my going to see her does
not improve that explanation. I might have gone to seeAher,thinking that I
ought, my reason being that I think 1t will keep m& promise, But the latter
is also the reason why I have a B-want in this case, if I have one at all.,

' Thomas Nagel has drawn our attention to wants of this kind which are

fconsequentially ascribed! 12

o« To avoid misunderstanding, it must be
emphasised that my moral B-want - viz. my belief that I will be pleased to
g§ and see my aunt, or my belief that I will avoid being displeased at not
going,is not itself the second-level explanation reason why I goj it would
be redundant to‘cite a moral B-want in a second level explanation of my
going. The reason why I go(in the case as described, at any rate) is that
it will keep my ﬁromise, and that is also the reason for my moral B-want,
i£ I have such a B-want at all.

%% X %%

We are now ready to tackle the examples of the two Jones who help
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Smith, mentioned earlier. The first Jones has as his widest intention
to pick his neighbour out of thé road, and perhaps take him to hospital.
We explain this intention at the second level as follows: He forms the
intention because he believes Smith to be ill, and that if he acts quickly
and helps Smith, Smith may avoid pain, and will soon receive the medical
help he needs, And these beliefs are, of course, the reasons why Jones
thinks that he ought, all things considered, to help Smith. We can, if we
like, ascribé to Jones a moral B-want in this case; but consideration of
this want does not improve the second level explanation of the formation
of Jones intention and of Jones action.

If we now turn to ihe»second Jones, we must, however, tell a very
different story at the second level - a story in which emotion and a certain
kind of B-want figure essentially in the explanation - factors which do not
appear at all in the explanation of the first Jones' action. When the
second Jones sees Smith lying in the road, he forms the intention, as
before, to help Smith. Why is this? Because he feels sympathy or com-
passion. As a result of his emotional response to the situation (or, if
you like, as part of that emotional response) he fgrms B-wants to help
Smith - Be-wants which may be of a very positive character, and may include
both experiehtial and non-experiential B-wants, where the latter would be
wants other than moral B-wants. He believes that he will be pleased,
happy, even that he will enjoy helping Smith. His reasons for his
emotional response and for his B-wants are the same reasons that the first
Jones had for forming the inteﬁtion, but when we give a proper second level
account of the second Jones' intention, we get to the intention by means
of the emotional response and the B-wants.

It is clear, I think, that the first Jones may be morally good to help
Smithe True, he ought to help, ex hypothesi, and he recognises that he
ought. Nonetheless, he does do what he ought to do, despite the fact that

he has beliefs which could become strong reasons for him to form intentions
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which would conflict with any intention to help - viz. his belief that
it is pouring with rain outside, that he has a bad cold, that his favourite
T.V. programme will soon be on at home, and so on. If the first Jones had
no such reasons in favour of forming intentions which would conflict with
his intention to help Smith, we would be disinclined to award him Quch in
the way of moral credit; as I remarked at the beginning of the section, we
only sometimes think that someone is good to do what they ought to do.
Quite often it is not particularly good of them to do what they ought to
do. It is rather that if would be distinctly bad of them if they failed
‘to do what they ought to do. If the first Jones has many beliefs which
could, potentially, figure as powerfui reasons in favour of his forming
intentions which would conflict with‘his intention to help Smith and yet,
even 80 he focusses on those-reasons why he ought to help Smith, forms the
intention to help, and does indeed help, his moral goodness will be greater
than if he did not have such potentially troublesome beliefs, or so it would
seem,

The second Jones, according to the description, has not had to make any
'effort' to help Smith; he has not had to struggle to keep before his mind
those reasons why he ought to help Smith, as opposed to those beliefs which
might become reasons for.his forming intenti§ns which conflict with his
intention to help. It seems, then, that in virtue of this 'effort! fhe
firét Jones has something morally good about him that the second Jones lacks.
Yet, on the other hand, the second Jones is apparently in the commendable
state of mind in which no teffort' is required. He is such a 'nice person'
that a natural and spontaneous wave of feeling accounts for his forming the
intention to help Smith. It is surely morally good that the second Jones
feels compassion for Smith, and, accordingly, has various non-moral B-wants
to help hime There is a moral value in the second Jones, in virtue of his
emotional response, which is lacking in the first Jones,

In view of all this, would it really make sense to assert that the

first Jones was morally superior to the second, or the second superior to
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the first? Would it even make sense to say that though their respective
moral goodnesses were different, they were in some sense, of 'equal' value?
I would want to ask = better in what respect? Equal in what respect?
For the goodnesses concerned seem to be 'incommensurable'. Furthermore,
it seems to me that we would require an unsurpassable being to have both
kinds of goodness, The possession of either one on its own seems quite
inadequate for an unsurpassably good being. Yet, with respect at least
to any one action, it is impossible, as we understand it, for an agent to
have both kinds of goodness. If he acts on a wave of compassion, he has
| not had to make the praiseworthy struggle to keep clear his vision of what

13 beliefs which could become

he ought to do and to put aside or 'silence!
reasons for forming intentions to do otherwise. Op the other hand, if he
has to struggle to keep clear his vision of what he ought to do, then he

is not experiencing a praiseworthy wave of compassion or sympgthy.

It might be objected at this point that an unsurpassable being must be
like the first Jones, and not like the second; since being like the second
Jones is not open to an unsurpassable being for, as traditional thinking
about God has it, God would be limited in various gon-moral ways if he
underwent emotions or had desires. I suggest that the claim that he would
be limited by having desires amounts to the fear that his freedom of action
would be limited if he had A-wants; the envisaged analogy might be with the
drug addict reaching for his next dose, which he A-wants, despite strenuous
efforts of will not to reach for it. As a matter of fact, I doubt that an
omnipoteﬁt,being could in prinéiple be limited in freedom by such an A-want.
No matter how great was its intensity, he could conquer it. And, even
supposing that he could be limited in freedom if he ﬁere to have A-wants,
there seems to be no reason why we should not simply deny that an
unsurpassable being would have A-wants of any kind; we can just assert that

he would only have B-wants (and D-wants, which are intentions). He would,

as an unéurpassable being, have the best of reasons for his B-wants, and so
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I cannot see why his having B-wants should be thought to limit his freedom,
in any sense of that elusive expression. I conclude that an unsurpassable
being could be like the second Jones without being limited at least in any
non-moral ways. The having of emotions would only limit such a being if
the desires which the emotions inspired would themselves limit such a being;
we have seen no reason for thinking that desires would limit in this way.

I now introduce a new complication into -the discussion which at first
sight might persuade us that, after all, an unsurpassable being should
clearly be like the second Jones and not the first, I will conclude,
however, that appearances are deceptive here.

Philosophers have ﬁointed out that we do have some long-term
responsibility for the desires(éB-wants) and emotions to which we are
'subjected's If I at this moment undergo an emotion, I cannot by means
of an act of will dismiss this emotion from my mind, But by a certain
kind of attention to the objecf of the emotion, I can over a period of time
reduce my response, or my disposition to have sﬁch a response when I think
of the object or encounter ite If I am angry with Jane, for example, I
can dwell on what might be the.mitigating circumstances of that behaviour
which is prompting my anger, and over time come to feel less angry. The
same point can be made about a reverse process - from an unemotional state
of mind to one of strong emotion; for instance, by dwelling on Susan's
good points, I can gradually go from a state in which I do not care about
her in the least, to a state in which 1 fegl admiration for her. We have
a similar long terms control oﬁer our‘B-wants. IfI do nbt, say, believe
that I will be pleased to help Smith, I could choose to think about the
matter more carefully -« I could dwell on the possibility of relieving
Smith of discomfort of pain, etce Then in time I may come to believe that
I would be pleased to‘help Smith after all. (And since there is a tendency
for some types of B-wants to be self-fulfilling, i.e. if I believe I will be

pleased if p is q, this in part, brings it about that I am pleased that p is
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q@ = I can bring it about that I actually will be pleased to help Smith,
by dint of long term effor.t).

So, returning to the second Jones whp acts from compassion; if we
add that this Jones has over a period of time been trying to work on-his
emotions and desires, so that he 'naturally' responds favourably to - e.g.
people in distress, we might be inclined to say that this second Jones is
morally superior to the first Jones as originally described.

In so far as this is a clear result - a'victory' for one sort of
moral goodness over another - it unfortunately does not transfer to the
| case of an unsurpassable being. For suppose that such a being did indeed
have emotions and desires, especially of these kinds which we would wish to
say were morally good. There would be no question of his 'working on them'
in the manner envisaged for the second Jones. An unsurpassable being would
be, among otherthings, omniscient and omnipotent, Hence, he would be .
capable of the maximum amount 6f reflection upon those features of a
situation which make such and such an emotién ‘appropriate!' to it, and all
this in an instant of time. If it were indeed clearly 'better' for a
being to act on feelings of compassion, as opposed to acting becadse of
his perception of these features of the situation and of the actién which
were the reasons why he ought to do the action, then we may imagine that
an unsurpassable being would feel, say, compassion, as soon as the situation
demanding it arose. There would be no question of his acting initially
because of his perceptions of the reasons why he ought so to act, and later,
after working on his emotions and desires, acting from a B-want which arose
from his emotional response to the situation,

I would have thought that in so far as we were sure that the second
Jones was better morally than the first, it was because he had made an
effort to acquire the better emotions and dispositions. It is true that
we value the emotions and desires in themselves. It is also true thét the
first Jones iacks thems But it is not clear that the second Jomes is

better than the first just on that count. The latter has, after all,
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something else, He makes the effort, at the time of his decision, to
disregard beliefs which could (1) become reasons for his forming conflict-
ing intentions, and (2) could become reasons for 'baser' desires and
emotions. So it is the work put into altering emotional dispositions
and desires over a period of time that inclines us to say that the second
Jones is the superior, morally speaking. However, in the case of an
unsurpassable being, this 'effort factor' is ruled out. An unsurpassable
being resembling the second Jones would be a matter of brute fact. The
being would not have grown morally over a period of time, with this state
'as the fulfilment of his labours.

What beliefs would an unsurpassable being have to put aside or
'silence' as potential reasons for his forming intentions which would
conflict with his intentions to do as he ought? I suggest that the belief
of an unsurpassable being that an actionA would bring about his own-suffering
could figure as a reason for that being to form an intention which would
coﬁflict with his intention to do A.

There is a tradition in Christian Theism, at least, that God cannot
suffer, Penélhum}4 in his brief discussion of a related point, comments
that it is not certain whether a being who suffers distress ﬁecause he knows
| that his creatures are in pain is a greater being or a lesser being than one
who is unmoved. My response here is that we must keep a firm grip on the
point that an unsurpassable being is a person. We can grant freely that
he will be a very different sort of person from any CRB. But if we deny
that he can suffer, we are, I éuggest, pushing the concept of diving person-
hood beyond intelligible bounds. And if we denied the capacity for suffering |
we would also have to deny that an unsurpassable being had positive B-wants. |
Generally, if I B-want that p is q, then if it turns out that p is not q, I
nay be aware that I am missing being pleased (or whatever) that p is g.

And the more I had anticipated being pleased (etc.) that p is g, the greater

I would be displeased if it is not. If it were suggested that I could
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believe that I would be pleased in somé‘sense or othér that p is q, and
then, in the clear knowledge that p does not turn out to be q, feel
nothing - no regret, disappointment, ete. I suggest we no loﬁger under-
stand what was meant in the first place by my be}ief that I would be: pleased
if p is q¢ If it were denied that an unsurpassable being could suffer in
any way, then, this seems to rule out his capacity to have positive B-wanis.
I find it difficult to imagine how such a being could be regarded as’a
person at all,

Further, if it were thought that an unsurpassable being must love any
~ rational being he creates - that a being who did not love'the persons he
created would be surpassed by a being who did - we could also argue as
follows. If he loves his creatures, this entails that they have the
capacity, at least in princifle, to make him suffer. If they do not have
this capacity, we may doubt the reality of the love. It is true that,
without this capacity, the unsﬁrpaséable being could still wish his
creatures well - do his best fo;_ them, and make them as happy as possible.
But if they could not, in prineciple, meke him suffer,he would be at an
emotional distance from them. Their unhappiness, their wicked deeds, their
responses to him - all would be incapable to makiné him suffer in any way.
There could nof be a full relationship of love between him and them, or so
I would contend. God's capacity to suffer need not be regarded as a
weakness - as somehow making his creatures more 'powerful' than he is.
Indeed, his capacity to suffer and to bear it would be a strength, which a
being who could not suffer could not in principle possess.

To sum up the first part of the argument in this section; an
unsurpassable being must not only do what is right and never do what is
wrong. He must also be in the 'best' state of mind, morally speaking,
all the whiles I have urged that 'best' suggests a unitary scale which
is inapplicable here; +that if we could have 'scales' at all, there would

be at least two; that an unsurpassable being would apparently have to be
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at the top of both, yet it is impossible to be at the top of boths I
conclude that CRB's cannot understand the nature of unsurpassable goodness;
in the later chapters I go on to follow up some of the implications of this.
The second part of the Argument

This deals with the performance by an unsurpassable being of those
good actions of which it is not true to say that he ought to do them, all
things considered. First, let us be clear that an unsurpassable being
would indeed perform such actions - i.e. he would not merely possess moral
perfection, as earlier defined. To see this, imagine a man who always did
.what he ought to do, all things considerdd,no matter what the cost was to
himself, and never did what he ought not. He would of course excite
admiration. But compare him with someone else, who not only did what he
ought (and never did what he nght not) but who was constantly seeking out
opportunities for performing acts 6f extraordinary kindness, generosity,
and brafeness - acts which he wés in no way obliged to do, and yet which
never interfered with his performance of those actions which were such that
he ought to do them. Surely it is evident that the moral goodness of the
second man exceeds the moral goodness of the first man. I believe that
we can transfer this result to the case of én.unsurfassable being - the
rlatter will not only do all that he ought, and refrain from doing what he
ought not - he will also'act beyond the call of duty - he will perform acts
of supererogation. In addition to moral perfection, an unsurpassable
being must possess an extra dimension of supererogatory goodness.

It is a necessary but not a sufficient condition for an act to be one
of supererogation that it be a morally good action, and it not be an action

15 whilst action A

which I ought to do. Fér as Richard Price points out,
may not be such that I ought to do it, perhaps I ought to do a reasonable
number of actions frém a certain set of actions which includes A, TFor
eiample, suppose I ought to heIp people in the third world to a modest

' degree. It is not the case that I ought to give to this particular charity;
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though if I did, I would be doing part of what I ought to do - viz. helping
the third world to a modest degree., Yet, perhaps, giving to this particular
charity would be a good action. So, giving to'this charity could be both
good and not something which I ought to do, and yet it may not be an act of
gupererogation to give to it.

Giving to the third world might be described as an 'imperfect duty'.
David Heyd descfibes the difference between imperfect duties and
supererogation like this '...an imperfect duty to perform an act - type A
implies that it is a pe;fect duty to do either (act token) gi or a2 or an,
(but) a supererogatory act - type B does not mean that it is our duty to
perform any act token of 316, (In Heyd's terminology, if I have a
perfect duty to perform act token ai, then I ought, all things considered,
to do ai). |
~ Hence we could specify an act to be supererogatory if (1) it is a
morally good action, (2) it is not an action which I ought to do, (3) it
is an act which it is morally good of the agent to perform, and (4) if it
is part of a disjunction of acts one or more of which we ought to do, all
things considered, where it does not matter which, then we must already
satisfy this requirement by performing an act or acfs from the disjunction
other than A,

When our first Jones reflected that Smith was ill, lying in the Toad,
and clearly needed help, he was dwelling consciously on those reasons why
he ought to he;p Smith. So long as he kept the beliefs which were those
reasons firmly and consciously in mind, other beliefs of his, such as his
belief that it was pouring with rain, that he had a bad cold, that his
favourite T.ﬁ. programme would be coming on soon at home - these would
have no chance of becoming reasons for him to form the intention not to
help Smith, The reasons he has for thinking that he ought to help Smith
are very cogent; after all, they enable him to realise that if he does
not help Smith it will be morally bad of hims Such reasons have fhe

power to 'silence' beliefs of other kinds which might have become reasons
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for his forming intentions which would conflict with his intention to help
Smi th,

Consider now that soldier who falls on the bomb to protect his com-
rades from the explosion. We explain his intention to protect his comrades
from the explosion at the second level, I suggest, in terms of a B-want,
generated perhaps by a wave of emotion. The role of the B-want and/or
the emotion seéms to be crucial. For the soldier's reasons for acting
(the reasons which would be cited in a second level account of his action)
which consist of his beliefs about the situation - that his comraies will
 be saved, and perhaps be enabled to live out many more years, that they
will be able to return to their wives and families, etc. are not in
themselves of a character to 'silence' other beliefs. The latter would
be such as could become reas§ns for the soldier to form an intention which
would conflict with his intention to protect his comrades from the explosion -
such as the belief that if he falls on the bomb he will experience an
agonising, if very quick death, his belief, if he rejects life after death,
that the explosion will involve his annibilation - that he will never see
his wife again, and so on, After all, the soldigr's reasons for falling
on the bomb do not justify him in thinking that hs‘will be morally bad if
he refrains from falling on the bomb, Nonetheless they are 'powerful!
reasons - certainly sufficient to 'override' reasons he might have for
forming conflicting intentions. Because the agent's reasons for perform-
ing an act of supererogation A, ‘override' rather than 'silence' reasons
for formigg intentions which would conflict with the agent's intention to
perform A, the presence of the 'extra element' - an emotional response, is
crucial in enabling a satisfactory second level explanation of the perform=-
ance of A to be given, We cannot rule out the possibility of a situation
in which there is a satisfactory second level explanation of some
supererogatory act where this is performed in 'c61d blood' - i.e. not on a

wave of emotion at all. But the reasons for action in such a case would
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have to be very compelling indeed, whilst lacking the power to ;silence'.

When we turn to explaining those acts of supererogation of which an
unsurpassable being must in principle be capable, I would contend that we
cannot in principle supply a satisfactory second level explanation of all
of these., We must imagine that, to be uhsurpassable, a8 being must in
principle be prepared to perform an act of supererogation even if he
anticipated that it would involve him in infinite suffering. A being who
'counted the cost' - who said to himself; !thus far, and.no further' -
who would not act if the act in his estimation was for him too heavy a
| burden would not be unsurpassable, He would be surpassed in goodness by
a being who refused to count the cost; who would, at least in principle,
act no matter how great was the cost he anticipated to himself.

An incarnational theoloéy might involve a claim that something like
this has actually occurred; that God became man -~ a man who was crucified
and rose from the deads On this line of thought, the suffering that this
involvedlis unlikely to be restricted to the physical suffering involved in
crucifixion, which though very great was still finite, It would rather
include the 'spiritual abasement' required to becoge an embodied person and
live, though an unsurpassably good being, in a comﬁunity of sinful creatures.
The idea might well be here that in a sense in this act God involved himself
in 'infinite' suffering; that no limit can sensibly be set to the cost to
himself in this act. We do not, of course in the present work wish to
commit ourselves to a particular theology; +this is merely an illustration.

More generally, however, we might weli think that an unsurpassable
being would wish to encourage his creatures to be loving and good. Some
crucial modes of encouragement which yet allowed the creatures to retain
their freedom could well involve God in being seen to suffer; God makes
himself the ultimate good example, showing his creatures that he is prepared
to risk the worst in the way of suffering in the pursuit of goodness.

This might be the only way available to God of influencing creatures in
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certain states towards the pursuit of goodness. It might have to be that
God was prepared to risk any amount of suffering; any restriction on the
'quantity' he was prepared to undergo would, if discerned, undermine his
efforts to persuade his creatures towards the pursuit of virtue.

Much of this, philosophically speéking, is by way of speculation.

The general point is that an unsurpassable being must be prepared to undergo
infinite suffering in his perfofmance of acts of supreme supererogation

Now it will be recalled that in the case of the brave soldier, his reasons
at the second level for acting would not 'silence' reasons for not acting,
but they would prove ‘'stronger's But how could it be, in the case of an
unsurpassable being, that his reasons for forming an intention to perform some
act of supreme supererogation could prove 'stronger' than the reasons he
would have for refraining fr;m that act in the most extreme case - namely
his belief that it would involve him in infinite suffering? Now i% may be
that some of the speculations in the above paragraph make some kind of sense
to us at the second level, But at best we scarcely possess a full second
level comprehension of the matter. We do not understand, for instance
what it could be about the action of persuading a creature to pursue virtue,
which could provide an unsurpassable being with reésons for performing the
act of persuading the creature - reasons which would prove stronger than
those reasons which there might be for refraining from the act - viz. the
anticipation of infinite suffering.

Even if we add to the account that the unsurpassable being would react
emotionally to the situation, and that this would involve him inhaving
strong B-wants to perform the act of supererogation, this still does not
make it intelligible to us that he can overcome in his mind the thought of
infinite suffering, The crucial difficulty here is that the reasons for
acting have to prove stronger than the reasons fo? not acting. Silencing
reasons involves, as I said before, the thought that if the agent tufns

aside from the action he will be morally bade But in the present case, the
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unsurpassable being would not be morally bad to refrain from the act of
supererogation; this permits the reasons for not acting to get a real
hold on him, and neeessitates them being overcome as opposed to being
silenced.

It is my contention, then, that CRB's are barred from a full under-
standing at the second level of that type of action of which an
unsurpassable being must surely be capable in principle. It does not
follow from this, however, that no such extreme acts of supererogation
could exist at all,

To sum up the main burden of the argument in this section; an
unsurpassable being must, in addition to possessing moral perfection,
possess moral goodﬁess to a supreme degree, But CRB's cannot fully
understand the nature of this supreme‘moral goodness, either as it is
found in the unsurpassable being as a person in the course of his acting
as he ought, or as it is expreésed in acts of supererogation. It is
evident that the understanding failure of the former differs somewhat
from the understanding failure of the latter. . Resembling both the first
and the secon& Jones looks to a CRB, at least, to be logically impoésible.
It is in this sense that the CRB cannot understand.how God could be good in
the way that both the first and the second Jones are good. On the other
hand, performing the most extreme act of supererogation in no way looks
logically impossible. It is rather than the CRB cannot conceive of a
satisfactory second level explanation of such an acts I will have more
to say about different modes of understanding and understanding failure in
the chapter on belief.

A traditional Qualifier to many of the divine prbperties has been
'infinite' -~ 'infinitely good', 'infinitely loving', ‘'infinitely wise',
and so one It might be thought that a neat phrase could capture'the
point that God must have a degree of moral goodness (say) which cannot be
surpassed. But my criticism of this qualifier, in the light of the present

discussion, is that it suggests 'more of the same' goodness, love, and so on.
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Yet it may be plausibly argued that the explanation of thé fact that CRB's
cannot understand the nature of moral goodness as found in an unsurpassable
being is this; that the goodness in question is not simply 'more of the
same' but contains an element which is different from any of the kinds of
goodness that a CRB can understand, |

If moral goodness is 'objectively based' (See Chapter 2 for definition)
then so will be unsurpassable moral goodness, which, from now on I refer to
as transcendent goodness. Transcendent goodness will be possessed by God
in virtue of his possession of other properties, some of which would be
classed as 'non-moral' whatever, if anything, that ultimatgly comes to.
If divine goodness diffé;s in some way from all other goodness,then those
divine properties in virtue of which divine goodness is possessed should
include properties different from any which in principle may be found within
the creation. There is an implication here that God is ontologically
transcendent if he possesses transcendent goodness, Furthermore,
associated with some aspects of CRB's to understand the nature of moral
goodness in an unsurpassable being, is their inability to say in what it
consists. Talk of transcendent goodness merely lgbels the perplexity; it /
does not specify any property.

The following chapters take up some of the results obtaiﬁed so far

concerning the transcendence of God, and examine potential philosophical

problems to which they may be thought to give rise.
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CHAPTER FOUR
ANTI-REALISM AND MYSTERY

1. INTRODUCTION

Whilst it is clear that unsurpassability entails a degree of mygtery,
it is less clear, perhaps, what particular degree is required. For
example, must én unsurpassable being be mysterious to CRB's in'this life,
but not so in the hereafter? 'Or again, if an unsurpassable being is
mysteiious to CRB's could this be a mere contingent fact - perhaps a
result of divine choice; God hides himself from CRB's for his own good
reasons, but he could have done otherwise, with the result that he would
not have been mysterious to CﬁB's at all., Or must any mystery concerned
in unsurpassability be stironger than this - of a kind which could not be
dispelled even in a beatific vision, or of a kind which even an omnipotent
being could not enable CRB's to penetrate?

Other things being equal, a being having a core of mystery which could
not be dispelled in principle is greater than a being whose mystery was
contingent - nystery that could at least in prinéiple, be dissolved. The
ceteris paribus refers to the philosophical constraints on mystery; if
extreme degrees of mystery are incaheient - such that it would be logically

impossible for any being to possess them, then needless to say unsurpassa-

bility will eschew such extremes. Broadly speaking, unsurpassability seems

to require as much mystery as is logically possible.

I distinguished in Chapter 1 between mystery which involved the
transcendence of CRB understanding, and mystery which involved the
transcendénce of CRB knowledge. In the present chapter I inquire into the
limits of mystery in the latter sense, which may be.thought to be imposed
by anti-realist conceptions of meaning and truth, I discuss whether the
level of mystery which is permissable is enough to satisfy the vague but
insistent requirements of unsurpassability.

In the first half of the chapter, I make some general remarks on the

issues surrounding the realism v anti-realism dispute, and distinguish

(7t e
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between a number of possible realist positionse I then examine the
degree to which anti-realist objections succeed against these various
positions, and inquire whether the realist views which remain unscathed
will suffice for the Theist.

For the purposes of the present discussion, a realist conception of
truth is one which, broadly speaking, allows that the truth condition for
a sentence may.transcend our powers to know that it obtains, This is,
of course, a characterisation embracing a number of possible positions
about which we will shortly be more precise. 4As expounded by Dummett1
| Frege's realist account of the meaning of a sentence falls into two parts,
sense and force, We can, on this account, detect within a given class of
sentences what Wittgenstein once referred to as a 'sentence radicle! - a
content or sense which may bé common to an assertion, a command, a question,
and so on. Consider, for example, the class of sentences: 'The Prime
Minister has resigned'. 'Has the Prime Minister resigned?' ‘'Resign,
Prime Minister', 'Would that the Pfime Minister resigned', ete. The
common content, or sense, might be referred to as 'The Prime Minister's
resigning'. The differences between members of this class are those of
force - roughly, the kind of speech act which would characteristically be
performed with each - assertion, question, etc. The realist closely
associates that aspect of the meaning of a sentence referred to as 'sense!
with truth conditions. 'esoto give truth conditions is a way of giving
the meaning of a sentence', remarks Davidsona.

The anti-realist denies that the truth condition of a sentence, if
linked to its sense in the way that the realist claims, can be such that
it may transcend our powers to know that it obtains. In outline, his
reasoning is that we could not 'grasp' the truth conditions of sentences
if they conformed to the realist conception of truth conditions; hence we

would be unable to understand the senses of such sentences. Anti-realism

is the descendent of logical positivism, which denied the independence of
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meaning from knowledge and evidence. The verification principle in its
various forms aimed at banning from the class of significant sentences those
whogtruth values would be, in specified respects, beyond knowledge. The
positivists' most plausible defence of the verification principle was to
the effect\that it embodied, in a precise and explicit form, btoth common
sense and scientific criteria of significance or meaningfulness that were
already in use in the linguistic community. Nevertheless, there were few
substantial arguments for the validity of the principle, whereas the modern
anti-realist does have arguments, as we shall see.

If the anti-reglist retains the thought that a grasp of the tmth
conditions for a sentence constitutes a grasp of the sense of that sentence,
he offers replacements for the classical realist conception of truth which
are such that, in his view they can be grasped by us - do not transcend our
powers of knowledge. For instance, the 'truth condition' for a sentence S
may be seen by the anti-realist as a condition in which it is justified to
assert S - or perhaps the circumstances in which S is regarded as conclusively
verified. The anti-realist may abandon the alleged link between truth
condition and sense, opting instead for a connection between the -
sense of a sentence and the states of affairs which would be ruled out in an
assertion of that sentence3. Again, however, the excluded states of affairs
would have to be, on the anti-realist view, such that we could'recognise!
that they obtained or know that they obtained. (More on 'recognition®
later).

2. FORMS OF REALISM

What precisely is the view held by a realist which Dummett and others
wish to attacke I mention ten possibilities, without any real hope that
these exhaust the range; (The expression 'sentence' will be shorthand,
unless otherwise stated, for the utterance of a sentence by a certain

are

spesker at a certain time in a certain context). R1-9, listed in

roughly descending order of 'severity'. To avoid a number of complications
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I restrict the discussion for the mést part to sentences susceptible of
contingent truth,
R1 A sentence could be true even if it were logically impossible for any
rational being to have the slightest Justification for believing that it
was true.
Comment: There are few examples of sentences falling into this category
which have the faintest plausibility as claimants for genuine intelligibility,
in my view, ' 'any rational being' includes, of course, a being who is
omnipotent, omniscient, and eternal, in so far as these are intelligible
bdescriptions. Perhaps some counterfactuals provide slight encouragement
to the potential R1 realist, although discussion of such examples is a
specialised matter énd would take us too far from our present purposes.
For instance: 'If an electrQn had been fire@ from C at time t, it would
have passed through point d'. If genuine indeterminacy reigns here, it
does look as though even God could not in principle have the slightest
Justification for believing it to be true; some may'think that,nonetheless,
they can understand perfectly well what it would be for the counterfactual -
to be true. |
R2 Certain sentences might be false even where a fational being is
poésessed of the best possible justification that is available in principle
for believing that they are true; Certain sentences, equally, may be true
in the face of a rational being's having the best possible justification
available in principle for believing them false.
Comments ?his view expresses in extfeme form a central theme of realist
conceptions of truth; the independence of reality from the knower. The
troublesome phrase in this version of realism is evidently ‘best possible
Justification's For it.might be thought that the best possible justification
was.one which was logically indefeasible -~ that is to say, such that it is
logically impossible for one so justified to acquire further beliefs which

would render that person no longer fully justified. If so, this would
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restrict the extension of 'best possible justification' to that small
number (if, indeed there are any at all) of incorrigible sentences. A
sentence S is incorrigible for P iff’p believes S'entails the truth of S
itself. ©No sentences with inferior epistemic status count as logically
indefeasible. To see this,.consider, for instance, the case where my
Justification for believing q is p, p entails e, and I believe that p
entails qo This looks like a pretty strong justification. But it does
not, of course, amount to logical indefeasibility. For whilst it may
seem quite clear to me that p entails q, it is possible, for instance,
~ for me to acquire further beliefs to the effect that I have a rare brain
disease, which would justify me in doubting my ability to see simple
logical relationships such as entailment. This would spoil the logical
indefeasibility even if I credited myself with incorrigible access to p
itself,

I will not attempt here to set out a clear account of 'best possible
Justification' - for beliefs in contingent truths; it is anyhow a matter
of controversy among epistemologists. I merely wish to observe that in
the vast majority of cases such justification necessarily falls short of
logical indefeasibility, as defined above., I wili have more to say about
incorribility and its relevance to some of the anti-realist arguments later,
R3 A sentence can Be true even when it is logically impossible for any
rational being to know that it is true. |
Comment: This category of realism would appear to be required, for instance,
if we were interested in the possibility of the truth of counterfactuals
such as 'If Judas had been offered 20 pieces of silver, he would have
refused to betray Christ'. God, if no one else, might (it could be argued)
have some evidence for the truth of this counterfactual, but he could not
know the truth of it, since such knowledge would be incompatible with human
freedom. (I do not pronounce on the merits of such an argument here).

R4 A sentence can be true even when it is logically impossible for any
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created rational being (CRB) to have the slightest justification for
believing that it is true.
Comment: I suggest that the unsurpaséability requirements would be
satisfied by a realism at this level - though possibly a realism one. or
two steps less severe might suffice, I will say a little more to clear
this matter up lgter in the chapter. It loocks at any rate as though I
will need to argue that an R4 realism escapes the arguments of the '
anti-realist, The position in question amounts to this: tﬁere are truths
- econcerning God which God can know, but which no other rational being can in
principle have the'slightest justification for believing. I do not think
- that taking the sense of sentences about, e.g. the remote past, as a grasp
of the conditions in which such sentences are true, requires a realism as
harsh as R4, It is logicaliy possible for CRB's to have some justification
for believing the truth of such sentences, even if, as a matter of
contingent fact, there were none around to obtain any relevant evidence.
It is logically impossible for any of the CRB's who formerly existed, exist
- now, and will exist in the future to have any justification for believing in
the truth of sentences about the remote past all qf whose traces have long
since vanished from the universe, But this does ﬁot amount to the same
thing as it being logically impossible for any CRB to have justification
for believing the truth of such sentences, unless it is implausibly thought
that each and every one of the CRB's that has existed, exists, and will
exist exists of logical necessity at the particular time that he exists.
\55 As Rg, replacing 'rational being' with CRB. Either this, or an R4
position would be the standard view held by a realist philosopher; it
looks as though Strawson holds this position. 'essthe grasp of the sense
of a sentence can be displayed in response to recognisable conditions - of
various sorts; there are those which conclusively establish the truth or
falsity of the sentence; there are those which (given our general theory,

of the world) constitute evidence, more or less good, for or against the

i
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truth of the sentencejthere are even those which point to the unavoidadble
absence of evidence either way. The appropriate response varies, of
course, from case to case, in the last case being of the form, 'We shall
never know whether p or not'4. ' , -
R6 A sentence could be true even if it were logically impossibie for‘any
CRB to know that it was true.
Comment: Agaiﬁ, the expression 'any CRB' gives a little trouble here. Is
this type of realism required for the intelligible sense of sentences about
the remote past (before there were any CRB's) or sentences about the remote
future (after the last of the CRB's has gone out of existence) where a
grasp of sense is equated with a grasp of truth conditions? It is
logically impossible for me now to know what happened in 3,000,000,000 B.C.
(we suppose that all traces have vanished). But it is only a matter of
contingent fact that there were no CRB's around at the time who could have
been in a position to know what happened then. I conclude that we do not
require a realism as strong as R6 if we wish to understand the sense of
sentences about the remote past (etc.) as a grasp of their truth conditions.
R7 A sentence can be true even when it is as a matter of contingent fact
impossible for a given CRB or community of CRB's tb have the slightest‘
justification for believing that it is true.
R8 Certain sentences might be false even where a given community of CRB's,
or a given CRB have the best possible justifigation available to them as a
matter‘of contingent fact for believing that they are true. Equally
éertain sgntences might be true in the face of a given CRB or community of
CRB's having the best possible justification available to them as a matter
of contingent fact for believing their falsity.
R9 A sentence can be true even when'it is as a matter of contingent fact
impossible for a given CRB or community of CRB's to know that it is true.
R10 Rather than realism about whole sentences, *e can have realism about

the components of sentences; I will simplify exposition here by talking as
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though sentences contain only two kinds of components - referring expressions
and predicate expressions.
Reﬁlism about referring expressions. A referring expression 'R! (e.g. a
name, expressions of the form 'the so and so', etc.) occurring in a sentence
S belonging to a language L may degote one or more'objects even though
'(specifying now the.most extrege realist vieﬁ of this type) it is logically
impossible for any rational speaker of L to have the slightest justification
for believing this, We can go on to specify less extreme realisms here,
along the lines of R1-9 for wholé sentences. For instance, we could have a
realism in which we say that 'R' may denote even where no CRB could in
principle know that it does, and sovon. |
Comment: The ﬁost éevere form of this realism would be more extreme than
any yet mentioned. It woul& entail R1 realism, but would be more extreme
than it, since ﬁe'can, or so it would seem, envisage a sentence whose truth
it was logically impossible foi any rational being to have the slightest
justification in believing, yet containing a reférring expression R such
that it was logically possibie to have some evidence that it denoted some-
thing. = (It might be thought that evidence that 'R' denoted was as such
evidence for the truth of a sentence containing 'R'; I would prefer to say
that the truth of the sentence presupposed R having a denotation, and that
this could be treated separately).
Realism about predicate expressions. An object may belong to the extension
of a predicate P occurring in a sentence S of a language L even though (a) it
is logical}y impossible for a speaker of L to have the slightest justification
for believing that it does - (b)...(c) and so on specifying in turn, less and
less extreme versions of this realism as before.
Comment: Again, the most extreme form of this realism is more extreme than
R1 realism., We could envisage either: (1) that'a sentence S contains a
predicate P, where P occurs in other sentenceé, such that it is possiblé

for a rational being to have some justification for believing that an object
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belonged to the extension of thgt predicate, having some justification for
believing in the truthjof one or more of these other sentences, even though
it is not logically possible for the rational being to have the slightest
justification for believing in the truth of S itself. Or: (2) a yet more
extreme realism, holding that there could be a true sentence S containing a
predicate P such that (a) no rational being could in principle have the
slightest justification for beligving in the truth of S, and (b) no rational
being could in principle have the slightest justification for believing that
any object belonged to the extension of P by having justification for |
.believing in the truth of sentences containing P other than S itself. It
is the form of realism sketched in (2) which the most extreme version of R10
realism about predicates involves. .
5  ANTI-REALIST ARGUMENTS

Before we consider some anti-realist arguments in detail, I want to look
at a position, related to the ideas involved in R10 realism, which concedes
quite a lot to anti-realism, but contends that its arguments concern our
understanding of components of sentences rather than sentences as wholes.

First,however, to sketch the two basic types of anti-realist argument:
5 A

According to the acquisition challenge” many sentences are taught

verbally -~ the trainee is told in what circumstances it is appropriate to
use them, or told, in other words,what they mean. But not all sentences

can be taught verbally. According to the challenger, the speaker, in other
cases, is simply taught in situations of certain kinds thgt it is correct to
utter these sentences - the impértant point being that the situations are

the sort that he can directly recognise to obtain, or observe to obtain.
(Later, I will subject the notions of 'recognifion‘ and the like as they
occur in anti-realist moves, to close scrutiny). Now suppose we interpret
the sense of a given sentence in some of the realist fashions sketched above,
The challenger inquires how we could possibly have acquired an understanding

of such a realist 'sense'. Consider, for instance, the sentence 'Caesar
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stubbed his toe whilst in Kent on June 2nd 55 B.C. ‘'Let us suppose
that, as a matter of qontingent fact, no CRB now can obtain the slightest
evidence for the truth of this sentence., If, as R7 realists we say that
this sentence could, even so, be true, we would claim that our understanding
of the sense of the sentence consists in our grasp of the condition in which
the sentence would be true,viz. our grasp of what it would be for Caesar to
have stubbed ﬁis toe on the day in question. But, inquires our challenger,
how could we possibly have acquired such an understanding? No training in
responding to situations which we can recognise to obtain would have provided
‘us with it. Hence we do hot in fact possess its The challenger may then
proceed to offer alternative characterisations of in what our understanding
consists, |

It is generally agreed %hat the manifestation challenge goes deeper
than the acquisition challenge. I take the broad outlines of a
characteristic argument from Dummetfs 'What is a Theory of Meaning 11':
(a) A speaker's understanding of the sense of a sentence consists in a
practical ability.
(b) On the realist view, this understanding is a 'grasp' éf the truth
~ conditions of that sentence. In some cases, then; a speaker could manifest
such understanding verbally - he could state the truth condition verbally.
Dummett‘argues that this could not always be so = otherwise we could not
escape the circle of language.
(¢) Where verbal manifestation of understanding is not possible, in what
does manifestation of understanding consist? It is easy enough to answer
this question, Dummett thinks, when the truth condition for the sentence in
question is one 'which (the speaker) can be credited with recognizing
whenever it obtains - that knowledge will consist in his capacity perhaps.
in response to suitable prompting, to evince recognition of the truth of
the sentence when and only when the relevant condition is fulfilled's.

The class of such sentences is limited, But for a further class, we can
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explain how the speaker manifésts his understanding as follows; there
will be some kind of procedure which the speaﬁer could carry out in a
finite time which if followed would put the speaker in a position in which
he can recognize whether or not the condition for the truth of a sentence
of the class in question obtains.
(4) The class of sentences covered by (c) excludes a great variety of
sentences - the use of the quantifier over an infinite or unsurveyable
domain, counterfactuals, sentences concerning regions of space and time in
principle inaccessible to us, etc. For such sentences we cannot ascribe ‘
| knowledge of their truth conditions to speakers since there is no practical
ability by means of which such knowledge could be manifestgd.
(e) This troublesome class of sentences is in fact so large that the source
of the trouble, namely, the Assumption that to understand a sentence is to
'grasp' the condition in which it would be true, where 'true' is understood
in some realist fashion, should be rejecteds At this stage the manifesta-
tion éhallenger may proceed to offer alternative characterisations of a
conception of truth to the realist conception.

Both the acquisition and manifestation challenges as outlined, treat
~ of the understanding of sentences as wholes. Suppose that their arguments
as they stand were conceded., It might nevertheless be thoughf that some
of those consequences of such a concession which would be most distressing
to a philosopher of realist temper might be evaded by the following manozuvre.
I sketch a version applicable to the acquisition and manifestation challenges
in turn.

First, as regards the acquisition challenge: it might be said that
once a speaker has acquired an understanding of the use of a referring
expression 'R' in a certain range of sentences, by being taught that it is
‘correct' to assert the sentences in situations which he can recognise to
obtain, or observe to obtain, he is then ﬁble to employ 'R' in other

sentences, and to grasp the sense of such sentences, even though the
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circumstances in which it is correct to assert such sentences are not
recognizable by him. The speaker can 1lift 'R' from his training sentence,
and combine it with other elements to form new sentences whose asserti-
bility conditions he could not have acquired in the way he acquired the
conditions for asserting his training sentences.

The intuitive thinkihg behind this would be that the speaker understands
the 'meaning' of 'R* as a cont:ibution 'R* makes to each sentence in which
it occurs - there is something common to the contribution 'R' makes to‘each
sentence in which it occurs, and the speaker has graspedthis 'common essence’,
| The same kind of idea may readily be portrayed with respect to
predicate expressions. ’Second, with respect to the manifestation challenge,
the manoeuvnalooks like this: it should not be an obstacle to a speaker's
grasp of the sense of a sentence that he is unable to manifest his under-
standing of thatrsentence as a whole in circumstances he can recognize.

This is because he may well be éble to manifest his understanding of each of
the components of which the sentence in question is composed, in other
contexts. He can perhaps manifest his understanding of other sentences as
wholes in which components of the problematic sentence may be found. The
intuitive thinking is similar to that envisaged for the manceuvre outlined
for the acquisition challenge; the idea is that if a speaker can manifest
understanding of a sentence S as a whole, containing, for instance, a
predicate expression 'P', he can grasp what contributiop 'P* makes to 'S'
and hence grasp what contribution 'P' would make to a new. sentence, even if
the latter was such that the sﬁeaker could not manifest his understanding of

it as a whole.
7

Perhaps the 'truth value link realist' developed by Dummett' is a step
‘ in this direction. Such a realist, for instance, learns the use of the
predicate 'is in paiA' in his own case, and thus, according to such a realist,

can use it to attribute pain to another person - he can understand the

sentence concerned even though; as a whole, it has truth conditions which
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he is not able to recognize as obtaining. (Dummett's realist only
interests himself in discourse about times other than the present - the
suggestion that such truth-value link realism can be extended to the
attribution of others's sensations is made by McDowells). .

In a recent article, Sklar9 is more explicit in a wholesale advocation
of the above manoceures for avoiding the most distressing consequences of
anti-realist arguments. We use, he says, a predicate in a sentence whose
truth condition wé cannot get ouréelves into a position to recognize
obtaining 'by analogy' with the sense that predicate has in other éentenees
. vhose truth conditions we can recognize as obtaining. . (He concedes that,
even if successful, the method of semantic analogy would not help with
those problems the anti-realist attaches to sentences involving quantifi-
cation over an infinite or uﬁsurveyable domain). A similar proposal is
advanced in respect of referring expressions.

I now want to argue that Sklar's position, unfortunately, cannot be
occupied with any confidence, and hence that we must ultimately meet the
anti-realist arguments head on. This latter I intend to do in the final
section of the present chapter. First, to tacqu the Sklar option.

There is a difficulty in principlé, to take the suégestion concerning
predicates first, about the notion of 'analogy‘; It relies on the seemingly
uncontentious assumption that a given predicate '-is P' can have a particular
sense or meaning, in its occurrence in the utterance of a particular speaker
on a particular occasion, and (2) that the speaker can transfer this sense

to a new sentence. The assumptions may seem not only uncontentious, dut
essential to account for speakers' capacities to produce and understand a
potentially infinite number of sentences with the resources of a finite set
of components. We are compelled, of course, to accept that speakers do
possess such a capacity; it is when we come to describe in what this
cﬁpacity consists that the problems begin.

First let us sketch an 'orthodox' description of part of this capacity
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before seeing what is wrong about such a description. In the training/
manifestation situation we have a sentence S in which may be found, for
instance, the predicate '-~is P'. A speaker understands S; hence he
understands"-is P'. He understands, that is to say, that '-is P' is
applicable to something just when that something possesses the property P.
Hence he can understand the meaning of '-is P' even if it occurs in a new
sentence whose meaning as & whole is such that he cannot acquire/manifest

an understanding of it, The speaker will think that there will be an
analogy between the truth condition for the new sentence, N and the truth
4cond1tion for S; to understand what it is like for something to be P in the
truth condition for N, hé.must look at ﬁhat it was like for something else

to bg P in the'truth condition for 3, and perform an act of anaiogical
transfer, _ * J

On one intérpretation of the Wittgensteinian rule - following

considerations to which I suscfibe, the orthodox description just sketched
gets matters the wrong way round. On this interpretation, individually

and as a community we just do apply ‘'=is P! in new situations. But our
applications of '~is P' in fresh instances is not because we discern that
there is a manifestation of the property P in the néw situation, all the
while taking it for granted that '-is P' is applicable just when the property
P is menifesteds It is rather than we say that the property P is manifested
on the new occasion as'a consequence of our decision to apply the predicate
'«is P' to that new situation. If we speak of '=is P' as having the 'same
n{eaning' in the new situation as in the old, this can only be as a
consequence of our deciding to apply the predicate to the new situation as
well as to the old. However, nothing in the rule - following considerations
entails that our decisions are arbitrary;' they are supposed to imply rather
that the orthodox account‘bf the way in which they are not arbitrary is
mistaken, | |

If the rule following considerations do indeed show this, Sklar's
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position looks shaky. He seeﬁs to require things to be as the orthodox
description says they are. To see this, consider the following. We can
only speak of an analogy between a truth condition (a) and another (b)
after we have decided that (b) involves the manifestation of the same
property as (a); Yet, according to the rule following considerations, in
so far as sense can be made of (b) involving the manifestation of the same
- property as (a), this could only be as a result of, or coansequential upon,
Qur deciding to apply the same predicate, say, '~is P' in (b) as in (a).
Hence we cannot be enabled to aécribe the predicate '-«is P' in (b) on the
‘2§§1§ of what we would see as an analogy obtaining between truth condition
(b) and truth condition (a).

I now sketch whét I take to be Kripke's1ointerpretation of thelrule
following considerations; tﬁe great merit of his interpretation seems to
me to be that if does not itself depend on anti-realist considerations, of
the kind th;t I will be attacking at the end of the chapter - considerations
upon which many of the still current 'private language arguments' still seem
to depend.

Kripke presents the argument by means of a mathematical example.
English speakers us 'plus' and '+' to denote addition. On the orthodox
view of what it is to know the meaning of 'plus' or '+', I, as an english
speaker, have grasped a rule; the application of this rule ‘determines my
answer for indefinitely many new sums that I have never performed before'11.
Suppoée that '68+57' is a new computation for me. I perfbrm it and get

126 - 1 think this is both arifhmeticélly correct, and metaliﬁguistically

correct - 'plus, as I intended to use the word in the past, denoted’a function

which, when applied to the numbers I called '68' and '57' yields the valﬁe of
125112, |

Suppose someone suggests that, as I used 'plus' in the past, the answer
I intended for 68+57 should have been 5. I attempt to reject the suggestion

by saying I am following the rule I followed on previous gccasions. The
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difficulty now arises in determining what that rule was, since I can only
have thought of a finite number of applications of its Perhaps 'in the

past I used 'plus' and '+' to denote a function which I will call 'quus'
X + NES if_x,y,< 57'130

and symbolize by '®'. It is defined by: x 6 ¥y
5 otherwise

o

Though I would, of course, reject this extraordinary proposal, and would
be 'right' to do so, it is not facts about my past usage that compel or
Justify thé answer 125, rather than 5; nor instructions I gave myself in
the past; ex hypbthesi the computation '68 plus 57' is not included in

- such facts or instructions,

The difficulty posed by the rule - following arguments is the making
sense of our common sense notions that our present usage conforms with our
previous usage ~ viz. that we are following the same rule as we did in the
paste Since what happened in the past can come under an indefinite nﬁmber
of descriptions. It could be supposed, in turn,-that an indefinite variety
of rules were being followed. Hence we cannot say that the.answer 15 is
wrong on the basis.of 'facts' about previous usage of ‘'plus' or '+' of the
form - I followed such and such a rule for the use of 'plus' or '+'.

Kripke reminds us that thé rule- following considerations are not,

(of course) restricted to mathematical examples, For instance, I think,
perhaps, that I know the rule for the use of 'table', so that I can apply
the expression to 'indefinitely many future items'14. I might think, then,
that it is settled in advance on the basis of my grasp of the rule for
‘table' that the term in question would apply to a table found at the base

of the Eiffel Tower. But before I actually go to the Tower, and employ, or
fail to employ the expression, is its applicability really settled in advance
by my previous usage? My previousvusage might be said by a sceptic to be as
follows; in the past, by 'table' I meant tabair, where a 'tabair' is -
anything that is a table not found at the base of the Eiffel Tower, or a
chair found there. |

As I understand it, the rule-following argument does not attempt to
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establish that there is no sense whatever to the thought that matters are

in some sense 'settled in advance'; it rather attempts to establish that
there is no sense to the thought that matters are settled in advance by
previous usage seen as following.an established rule of the form, e.g.
apply '-« is a table' just when the property of being a table is manifested.
And on Wittgenstein's view, content is given to assertions that, e.g. an
individual has ﬁasteréd the concept of addition, in so far as the
individual's responses agree 'with those of the community in enough cases,
especially the simple ones (and if his ‘'wrong' answers are not often

- bizarrely wrong, as in '5' for '68+57'; but seem to agree with ours in
procedure, even when he makes a ‘computational mistake')'15.

It is worth emphasizing that there is nothing epistemological about
these arguments; the probleﬁ is not - how do I know that I am following the
same rule now as I did in the past? The problem is rather that we camnot
make sense of the assertion that I am following such and such a rule on the

basis of what I have done in the past. If we want to speak of Bllowing

a rule at all, then we will have to gtart with the applications, and

describe them, if we choose, in rule-following terms; we must not think
that we make the applications as a result of following a rule.

The same points made above in regard to predicate expressions may be
applied to referring expressions - even names. I argue in the next
chapter that despite the undoubted force of arguments derivihg from
advocates of causal theories of reference against descriptive theories of
;eference,'in order for a speaker to refer to an existing object O with a
referring expression 'R', even where 'R' is a name , he must have at least
one true belief of the\form'o is the thing, whatever it may be, that is p'
(where p is some property). Hence, following the rules for the use of 'R!
will involve, according to the orthodox way of 1ooking at the matter, apply-
ing 'R' to an object only when it is p. We have seen that the orthodox

view gets things the wrong way round as regards predicate expressions, on
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the basis of our understanding of the rule-following considerations - that
we can:only speak of the same property being manifested/encbuntered again
as an (at least partial) conmsequence or our decision to apply the same
predicate expression again. A necessary condition for the applicability
of a referring expression 'R' will be the applicability of a predicate
expression. But the applicability of that predicate expression will be
required before we can say that p is manifested again. Hence it cannot
be part of a speaker's understanding of 'R' in a sentence whose truth
condition he is not capable of observing/recognizing, that the referent
‘of 'R' has the property p, this manifestation of p being grasped by analogy
with other manifestations of p which the speaker is capable of recognizing
or observing. '

Accordingly, attractive‘though the Sklar proposals may seem at first
sight to a philosopher of realist temper who also respebts the force of
anti-realist arguments, they fail to deliver the goods, Sklar's escape
route proving ultimately to be of no help, we must meet the anti-realist
argument head on. Before we do, it should be noted that it does not follow
from our criticisms of Sklar that there is no sense in which we can manifest
understanding of e.g. a predicate '«is p' in a sentence S whose truth
condition we are incapaﬁle of observing/recognizing, by manifesting under-
standing of a sentence S' also containing '-is p'.whose truth condition we
are capable of observing or recognizing. Nor doéé it follow that there
is no sense in which we can be trained in the use of '~is P' in the course
of acquiring understanding of a sentence S containing this predicate, and
proceed to use '-is P' with understanding in a further sentence S*' whose
truth condition is such that we coﬁld not have acquired understanding of S' in
the way that we acquired understanding of S - viz. by observing its truth.
condition to obtain. It is just that Sklar's explanation of how this

is possible falls foul of the rule following considerations.
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4. THE RECOGNITION OF TRUTH CONDITIONS, AND INCORRIGIBILITY

So far, we have followed common anti-realist practice by making
rather free use of expressions such as 'observe', 'recognize', and the
like. In my view, however, it is the licence with which anti-realists
use these expressions which proves to be the focus of the ultimate weakness
of both the acquisition and the manifestation challenges, I now argué
that both challenges rest on an erroneous picture of the 'recognition' of
the truth conditibn of a sentence, which Dummett foists on to the realist.
I show that according fo Dummett's own understanding of 'recognition!',
his preferred anti-realist conceptions of verification and falsification
suffer equally from the.challenges which are purportedly daméging to
realist conceptions of truth.

Dummett's paradigm of the manifestation of a speaker's understanding
of a given sentence is that its truth condition can be recognized 'whenever
it obtains' or 'when and only when the relevant condition is fulfilled'.
The speaker could, for instance, show his recoghition of the truth condition
of the given sentence by uttering the sentence. Dummett's argument seems
to be this. Were it merely logically possible for a speaker to manifest
recognitional behaviour, when the relevant truth condition did not obtain,
or, equally were it merely logically possible for a speaker to fail to come
up with the recognitional behaviour, when the truth condition for the
sentence in question did obtain, then the speaker simply would not possess
a grasp of what it is for that truth condition to obtain. For, if some
kind of grasp were still insisted upon, Dummett challenges the realist who
insists on this to specify in what this grasp consists since, ex hypothesi,
it cannot be manifested. In sum, Duﬁmett seems to think that a speaker
ﬁannot fully understand the meaning of a §entence, if that sentence is such
as to allow the logical possibility of error where the speaker asserts that
sentence with 'full justification' or, indeed, if it is such as to allow

the speaker the logical possibility of error when he fails to utter the
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sentence ‘at alle On Dummett‘s favoured alternatives to truth conditions
for what is understood when the meaning of the sentence is understood -

viz. verification conditions or falsification conditions, the claim seems

to be this. When a speaker 'recognizes' the verification condition -for a
certain sentence, there is nothing left for him to be wrong about; the
.verification condition cannot obtain and yet the sentence fail to be *true!
in an anti-realist sense, for that sense would, in this instance, amount to
nothing over‘and above the sentence being conclusively verified.

Dummett's mistake is, I think, his refusal to count as a manifestation

.of the understanding of a sentence, behaviour produced by a speaker when
that spesker fails to pdssess inco:rigible knowledge of the obtaining of

the truth condition 6f that sentence. His mistake comes to the surface
when'we enquire whether verification conditions or falsification conditions
could possibly be superior to 'realist' truth conditions in respect of being
such as never in principle obtéining unless the speaker thinks he recognizes
them, and always then., On the standard realist view such as R5, a speaker
can on occasion know or recognize that a truth condition obtains, despite
the fact that when he holds the best juétification_in principle available

to him, it is still in principle possible for him to be ﬁistaken. There
can, on this vieﬁ, be cases where he really does know that the truth
condition obtains, despite the fact that it could have turned out, given

the nature of the justification on which he is relying, that he was wrong,

For example, he, S, can know that there is a table in front of him

where his justification for beiieving that there is a table in front of him
- viz. fgll advice from the relevant senses, is defeasibie ~ meaning, in
this context, that it is logically possible for him to have further evidence
which, if added to his original justification would not then any more amount
to conclusive justification, and perhaps not even to any kind of justification. .
For example, S could have discovered (though he didn't) later on the same day

that he recognized there to be a table in front of him, that he was suffering
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from a rare brain disease which causes table hallucinations. If S had
discovered this, hé'would then no doubt have proceeded to claim, correctly,
that he had not known after all, earlier that day, that there was a table
in front of him, On the standard realist view under consideration, it
does not follow from this possibility alone, that where S does not discover
that he is suffering from a rare brain disease (or whatever), that he does
not know that the table is there, even though his epistemic state at the
time of the correct table belief is identical at that time to the epistemic
state of someone who later discovers that they are suffering from the
| disease. |

Dummett must think that the situation is different if we dispense
with truth conditions of the realist type, and turn, for instance, to
verification conditions. Tﬁe thought presumably is that if S recognizes
the condition which conclusively Jjustifies him in asserting that the table
is there - i.e. that condition‘which 'conclusively verifies' the sentence
'There is a table in front of me', then S cannot in principle be mistaken.

S can get into a position in which no further evidence could in principle

turn up which would defeat S's justification for believing that the verifica-

tion condition obtains. S could of course at times think that he was

justified conclusively in his belief that the verification condition obtained,

and be wrong - the anti-realist need not deny thate But the latter makes
the important additional claim, tﬁat it is, at least in principle, possible
for S to be fully justified in his belief that the verification condition
obtains, where 'full justification' amounts to incorrigible knowledge.

Yet surely it is impossible for S to observe incorrigibly that the
verification Qondition obtains. This is because it is impossiblé for S
to observe incorrigibly anything at all, except, perhaps, in an extended
sense of 'observe', that he exists16. To make this point quite clear, I

will rehearse one or two examples of a familiar type. Let the potential

verification condition be 'It seems to me that something hot is touching my
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hand' - chosen of course since sensation reports have traditionally been

candidates for incorrigibility. I am blindfolded, and someone tells me

that they are about to touch my hand with a red hot nail. It then does .
seem to me that something hot is touching my hand; I accordingly believe

that 'It seems to me that something hot is touching my hand' is true, or,

to put it another way, I believe that such and such a verification
condition obtains, My blindfold is then removed, and a deception is
revealed - the nail which touched my hand was in fact very colds. There

now seem to be at least two possibilitiés; I may think still that it

really did seem to me as though something hot was touching my hand. But

equally, I may now believe that it did not, after all, seamas though some-
thing hot was touching me, but as though something cold was touching me,

Such a belief seems to meke perfectly good sense. An adhefent of an
anti-realist vefsion of the rule following considerations might claim that

we could not in principle discbver when I was 'right' in my claim that it ;
seemed to me as though something cqld (or hot) was touching my hand; hence
that no sense could be attached to the claim that I might make a gemuine
mistake at the time about whether it seemed to me that something cold,

rather than something hot, was touching my hand, But such argument depends

" on the anti-realist premiss‘(arguments for which I am at present attacking)

that what (say CRB's) cannot in principle discover to be the case is not
something that intelligibly could be the case at all,

Another possibility for me when the deception is revealed is for me
to admit to a 'verbal error! - I can say 'I meant at the time to say that
it seemed to ﬁe that something cold was touching my hand, but I slipped up,
and said at the time that it seemed to me that something hot was touching
my hand'. Some philosophers find it impossible to distinguish between
verbal errors' and 'genuine errors' about how things seemed to me. I can
say little more than that I have no difficulty in underétanding this

distinction, even though I will admit that in many of the cases that are
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actually likely to occur, the boréerline between verbal mistake and genuine
error is not an easy one to mark.

My general contention here is that I can make mistakes in my assess-
ment of whether a given verification condition obtains: it is possible for
that verification condition not to obtain even when I think it does; it is
possible for that verification condition to obtain even whilst I do not

'recognize' that it does - even when the verification condition in question

involves how I am 'appeared to! visually,,kinaestheticallz, etc. Such

verification conditions were the best candidates for incorrigibility (apart,
perhaps from those conditions for 'degenerate' existence sentences referred
to above, and discussed by Lehrer). If they fail to make the grade, as I
think they fail, the host of other verification conditions with which we
deal, for sentences involviné physical object sentences, etc. have no
chance of pretepsions to incorrigibility.

It follows from all this that, as far as the manifestation challenge
is concerned, verification conditions and falsification conditions are in
the same boat as truth conditions. It suggests that a grasp of, say, the
verification condition for a sentence may be possible even though that
condition may in principle obtain on occasion and fhe speaker not recognize
it, or, in principle at least, fail to.obtain on occasion when the speaker
thinks that it does obtaine Dummett ought to say that there can be no
such grasp, since we cannot, in his view, say in what practical ability a
speaker could manifest such a grasp. If, of couise, there can be under-
standing without incorrigible 'recognition' or 'observation', then we
might as well stay with realist truth conditions as embroil ourselves with
anti-realist notions of verification conditions or assertibilify conditions;
the latter do not accord with the ‘requirements' of anti-realist accounts
of meaning any more than the former do.

| As regards the acquisition challenge, we may argue against Dummett and

his!ilk in similar fashion, Dummett has difficulty in understanding how a

e eek e . ——
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épeaker could have acquired a 'grasp' of the truth condition of a sentence
if it is supposed that this condition might be such, that, no matter the
circumstances in which the speaker is placed, it could in prineciple, at
least, obtain and the speaker fail to 'recognize' that it does, or fajil to
obtain even though the speaker is quite certain that it does obtain. If
there is a difficulty here, it is not a difficulty in particqlar for truth
conditions as envisaged by the standard realist - e.g. of the R4 variety -
it afflicts so called anti-realist alternatives too.

Some may object to my treatment of Dummett here, saying that Dummett
'himself never speaks of incorrigibility. Surely, they may say, he must
have had in mind some other contrast between realist truth conditions and
anti-realist verification conditions (or whatever) than that the latter
enable incorrigible recognition, and the former do not. My response is
this. If he, or other anti-realist writers intend a different contrast,
what is it? If, for instance; he thinks of verification conditions as
open to 'direct' observation, whilst classical realist truth conditions
not necessarily being so, it is notoriously difficult to get clear about
the meaning of 'direct'. Perhaps we need to look<again at the nature of
the acquisition and manifestation challenges to seé what could be meant,
They seem to be saying that to understand a truth condition it would have
to be possible to get it entirely within one's grasp - for there to be no
more, as it were, than met the eye. For, if not; the thinking seéms to
go, the behaviour which constitutes understanding would not be 'directly
tied' to the truth condition itself, or the training would not be tied to
the truth condition itself, but only tied to 'symptoms' of the truth con-
dition or 'evidence' of the obtaining of the truth condition.

But what would this 'direct link' be? Non-inferential observation
or recognition? Even if we could make sense of that, there is nothing
. about the absence of inference in an observational process which will
~ guarantee that, e.g. the speaker pfoduces recognitional behaviour 'when

and only when the relevant condition obtains'. And there is nothing

oy T



102

intrinsic to the process of inference which implies that, if I observe a
truth condition to obtain, going through a process of inference as I do
so0, fhen I do not'really' have that truth conditibn 'fully within my grasp'.
I conclude that Dummett does require for his argument the notion of -
incorrigible recognition, and that it is because this is not possible in
the vast majority of cases, and because anti-realist alternatives to
classical realist conceptions of truth are in no better a position that
his challenges fail.

5. HOW MYSTERIQUS IS GOD?
| Even the most extreme form of mystery scarcely seems to require
a realism strong than R4 - viz. - that there are truths concerning God
for which no CRB can in principle have thé slightest justification in
believing., It must be admifted that, as we noted in Chaper 1, occasional
thinkers such és Briugena have, perhaps, eséoused even more severe versions
of mystery than this., It is‘only if such views entail the most extreme
type of R10 realism - that, e.g. a predicate could be true of God even
though in principle no rational being could have the slightest justification
for thinking that it did, and no rational being could in principle have the
slightest justification for thinking that the predicate in question apﬁlied
to anything else, that a manifestation challenge, for instance, becomes a
serious threat. For then, all logically possible forms of manifestation
of understanding seem to have been ruled out,

But unsurpassability surely requires no more than that the being in
question has a core of mysterj which cannot in principle be dispelled by
CRB's. Writers who have gone further than this have had other motives
which we need not shares I conclude that anti-realist arguments present
no threat to the realism required by the mystery of an unsurpassable being,

where mystery is understood in its knowledge limitation sense.
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CHAPTER FIVE :
REFERRING TO A TRANSCENDENT GOD

1. TRANSCENDENCE AND THE DESCRIPTIVE THEORY OF REFERENCE

We can have beliefs which are gbout or of physical objects, people,
fictional objects, abstract objects, possibilities, numbers, states Af
affairs, and so on. For inétance: -I believe that my house has a green
front door. It may well be that this belief is about, or of, an actual
house which belongs to me. Or - Jones believes that the next door
neighbour's daughter has blue eyes; Jones belief may possibly be agbout
- or of a certain girl who lives next door. Similarly we can have desires,
hopes, expectations, doubts, etc. which may be about or of such items. I
say: 'My father.is 66'. It is possible that I have said something about,
or of an actual man who is my father. I say: '4 is the square root of
16'e. I have said something abouf, or of the number 4, etec.

In any tenable version of Theism, theTheist requires that he is able
to have beliefs which are of or about God, and that he has the general
capacity to conduct discourse which is of or about God. We may contrast
two philosophical accounts of the words 'of' and ‘about'. The first
springs from the descriptive-intentional theory of-reference; held by
Frege, and championed in modern times by philosophers such as Strawson
Searle, and Dummett. And the second arises from the 'new' theory of
reference advanced by Kripke, Donnellan, Putnam, Kaplan, and others.
Although‘the proponents of these views sometimes present them as incompat-
ible rivals, I will not assume this to be so here. The descriptivist

would provide the following account of about and of where we say say:

'Jones belief that the next door neighbour's daughter has blue eyes is of,

or sbout a certain girl, say Jane', viz. Jones thinks that there exists
something which is the next door neighbour's daughter, and he believes
that whoever is the next door neighbour's dasughter has blue eyes: and -
that girl Jane is the next door neighbour's daughter. Jones belief is

true, or false, of Jane. Suppose Jones gays: 'The next door neighbour's
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daughter has blue eyes', Thén, again on the descriptivist view, Jones
has said something of, or about, Jane, for instance, if she is the next
door neighbour's daughter. Geﬁerally, if a description d is used as a
referring expression in a sentence, and a property is attributed to the
referent of that subject term, then we can identify a given existing
individual A with the referent, and pronounce that something has been
said of or about A, just when the description d is applicable to A.

Where a proper name is used instead of a description as the subject
term in a belief or an utterance, various descriptivist accounts are
possible; I outline two. Consider the sentence (s). 'Jane has blue
eyes'. S can be of or about an actual girl Jane where: a community of
speakers within which the name 'Jane' has currency associate with that
word a number of beliefs of fhe form - Jane is whoever is the p1; Jane
is whoever is the p2...pn (not every individual in that community believing
that Jane has all the propertiés Pl...pn, but.each individual having a
cluster of beliefs taken from the set, where there is sufficient overlaﬁ
between the clusters for the name 'Jane' to have a clear use in that
community) - and the actual girl Jane possesses 'gufficient' or'most' of
the properties involved in the community's cluster.of beliefs.

A second type of descriptivist account concerns only the individual,
not the community, and is applicable either to beliefs or utterances.
Jones may have said something of or about a certain girl Jane in an
utterance of the sentence S, if he has a number of beliefs of the form -
'Jane is whoever is the p1...pn', end Jane herself is all or most of the
tﬁings Jones believes. Similarly, if Jones believes that Jane has blue
eyes, then his belief may be of or about Jane herself if Jones has a |
number of beliefs of the form 'Jane is whoever is the pl...pn' and Jane is
most of, or a sufficient number of these things‘.

Searle characterises the beliefs held by Jones and/or the commuhity

in the above sketches - beliefs e.g. of the form ‘X is whoever/whatever is
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the p' as beliefs‘that such and such 'identifying descriptions' are
applicable to X. He understands ‘identifying descriptions' as follows:
'At the extremes ...(they)...fall into two groups; demonstrative
presentations - e.g. "that over there" and descriptions in purely general
terms which are true of the object uniquely - e.g. "the first man to run
a mile in under 3 minutes 53 séconds". Both the pure demonstrative and
the pure descriptive are'limiting cases...most identifications rely on a
mixture of demonstrative devices and descriptive predicates = e.g. "the
man we saw yesterday”z.

The descriptive~intentional account of ‘'about' and 'of' would be
applicable to Theistic belief and discourse as follows. Taking the
second 'individual based' account first, which can cover both beliefs and
utterances; consider Jones'”belief that God is looking after him, Jones
belief is of, or about a real existent God if - Jones associates with 'God!
the beliefs that he is whoever is ple..pn, and, the real existent God does
have these properties pl...pn. Similarly, suppose Jones éays 'God is
looking after me'. Then Jones has said something of or about such and
such an existent B, if Jones believes that God is yhoever is pte...pn, and
E is pt,,,pn. |

The descriptivist account which brings in the community would allow
Jones to have said something of or about God in: 'God is looking after
me' if 'God' is associated in Jones' speech community with a cluster of
beliefs of the formr'God is whatever is the p', and a real existent, God,
Tits these beliefs.

It will not have escaped notice that in the application of the
descriptivist's account of 'about®' and 'of' to the context of belief and
discourse about or of God, the expressions 'sufficient' and 'most' were
omitted. This is a point I must now take up - fir§t by reverting to
non-theistic contexts, where descriptivists employ these expressions when,

for instance they claim that most of the beliefs of, say a speaker
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associated with the proﬁer naﬁe 'N* must be true of an existent E if his
utterance 'N is @' is to be about, or of E, they imply that a looseness of
fit is permitted, perhaps even to the extent that the speaker might'have a
few beliefs associated with 'N' which are false of E, and yet that speaker
might still be saying something about or of E, Searle's theory of proper
names seems to_permit this, though he does not discuss the possibility that
some of the beliefs in question might be false. His view of when a speaker's
utterance 'Aristotle was four feet tall' is of or about the formerly existing
Greek philosopher comesto this: The speaker associates with the name
'Aristotle’ oné or more beliefs of the form ‘'Aristotle is whoever is p!,
taken from a disjunction of\ﬁeliefs of this type who members are made up
from the beliefs of the community at large associated with the name
'Aristotle'. The speaker mﬁst believe 'enough', 'sufficient', or even
‘most' of the disjuncts, but we cannot, in Searle's view, be precise about
how ﬁany of the disjuncts the épeaker must belieye3.

Now even if we are in broad agreement with the descriptivist account,
it may be argued that we ought to distinguish among'those beliefs that the
spesker might associate with 'Aristotle', and suggest that some of them are
more ‘important' than others. Though it is not eésy to get clear about the
notioﬁ of 'importance', It might be defined by reference to the belief most

commonly held in the community in association with the name 'Aristotle' - but

there are clearly problems with this suggestion. For instance, the beliefs

that Aristotle's local community associated with 'Aristotle' were probably not

the beliefs that we, in a twentieth century speech community, associate with
that name - ours being things like: ‘'Aristotle is whoever tutofed Alexander
the Great','Aristotle is whoever authored the Nicomachean Ethiecs', etq.4

One move might be to identify 'important' with 'essential' (in its |
technical sense as defined in chapter 1). Then we might say that looseness
of fit between beliefs and object about which or of which a given belief or

assertion is supposed to be, should not be permitted to extend to the objects
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essential properties. Surely, it might be argued, someone who wishes to
have a belief of or about an item cannot fail to believe that that item
has such and such an essential property which it doeé in fact have, Even
more evidently, it might be said, surely someone who wishes to have a belief
or make an assertion which is of or aﬁout a certain item could not at the
same time believe that the item lacks a certain property which in fact it
esseﬁtially possesses., The same point could be made on the ‘individualist!'
account given by a descriptivist for saying of, or saying about. And the
same point in terms of the descriptivist account which brings in the
| community would go as follows. Looseness of.fit would not permit beliefs
of the form 'N is whatever is @', where @ was an essential property, to be
entirely absent from the linguistic community in which 'N' is supposed to
be current. Even more so, it does not permit the belief that, for instance
'N is whatever thing it is that is not @' to be current. .

To take the points again in an example: if, for instance as good
desceriptivists we were assessing whether Jones’ belief that Aristotle was-
four foot tall was of, or about the formerly existing Greek philosopher,
and we ascertained that Jones failed to associate with 'Aristotle' the
belief that he, whoever he was, was a person (the.broperty of personhood
being of course an essential property of Aristotle), or,worse still, we
ascertained that Jones believed that Aristotle, whoever he was, was not a
person, we would conclude that Jones' belief was not of or about the
formerly existing Greek philosopher. If Jones said 'Aristotle was four
feet tall' and we made similar discoveries about Jones beliefs we should,
so the argﬁment runs, conclude equally that Jonés has not said anything
aﬁout or of the formerly existing Greek philosopher, if we are concerned
with the descriptivist account given for 'about' and 'of' on the
individualist basis. On the 'community' account, the example would go like
this. Jones says 'Aristotle was four feet tall'. We ascertain that

neither Jones nor any of the rest of his speech community associate with
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the name ‘'Aristotle' the belief that Aristotie, whatever it was, was a
person. So we are forced to conélude that Joﬁes said nothing of or about‘
the formerly existing Greek philosopher.

If we are determined to be descriptivists, whatevef version of a.
descriptivist-intentional view that we adopt, things look decidedly unhealthy
when we come to.the case of God, | One version of descriptivism will say
that there cannot be believings of or sayings of God without beliefs in all
God's essential froperties.‘ We saw in chapter 3 that not only Jones but
any speech community of CRB's of which Jones might be a part will be

necessarily limited in various ways with respect to certain of God's

essential properties. 'If we accept that much of what a CRB cannot know or

cannot understand about God is explained by God's ontological transcendence,
it will be certain propertieé that God essentially has and that everything
else essentially lacks, that CRB's cannot know about or cannot understand.
If understanding failure preclﬁdes belief, then, on a descriptivist account

of about and of it is impossible for CRB's to say things of God or to

believe things about God. Whether, and in what sense understanding failure

precludes belief are questions I take up in the next chapter. But even if
we resolved this matter in favour of the descriptifist Theist, there is still
the knowledge limitation to contend with. It seems to imply that only if
Jones, or the community, depending on the descriptivist view we are taking,

has true beliefs about all God's essential properties, will Jones beliefs or

utterances be of or about Gode Since Jones, and any other CRB are barred

from knowing that all these beliefs are correct - barred even perhaps from
having any justification for thinking they are all correct, it will be more
by good luck thaﬁ good judgement, as it were, that Jones beliefs or sayings
will be genuinely of or about an epistemologically transcendent God., This
is a most undesirable result,

Even if it is quite wrong to saddle the descriptivist with the

modification of the original Searlian view, the modification being to the
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effect that absence of belief about an item's essential properties may be
an obstacle to having beliefs of or gboutthat item, we can make the same
kind of point as we have outlined in the forgoing paragraphs once more,
whilst substituting expressions such as 'important', ‘'significant' for
'essential's, For instance, if we as descripfivists observe that neither
Jones nor any qf his speech community associate with the name 'Aristotle’
the 'important' property that Aristotle was a person (and surely this
property should come out as important, whatever criterion we use for
assessing importance) then it is at least arguable that we ought to say

| that Jones belief or assertion is not of or about the Greek philosopher.

The results of chapter 3 suggest that it is impossible for CRB's to

know that a number of their beliefs about God involving what by any
standards will be 'important; divine properties are true. It was argued
in chapter 1 that the taint of mystery cannot be resiricted to any one
clearly defined area of the divine nature; hence the chances are that at

~ least part of that aspéct of the divine natu;e which be be regarded as

‘important! is afflicted with some degree of mystery. If Jones' set of
true beliefs of the form 'God is whoever it is that is p1, 'God is whoever
it is that is p2,' etc. cover those substitutions for ri, p2, etc. which
involve all God's 'Important’ propgrties, this will be a matter of sheer
luck. For, as we have just seen, at least some of God's 'important®
properties will be such that Jones could not know that God possessed them
and even such that Jones could not have the slightest justification for
thinking that God posses§ed them. - Hence it will only be by 'good luck' at
most that Joneé belief, or Jones assertion, that, say, God is looking after
him, will be of or about an actual supreme being, if there is one, Further-
more, if in some sense inability to understand God precludes belief, the
descriptivist will have to come to an even more disquieting conclusion as
far as the Theist is concerned, and say that CRB's in general cannot have

beliefs or make assertions which are about or of an epistemologically

[ R YL R O RY Y e 3L TR BT i ed® W

et e A e me eemm s e e o



1"

transcendent supreme being.

| A descriptivist who disliked this result might decline to be saddled
with the ﬁodification to his doctrine which attempts to 'weight' properties
one against another. He might stay with what is apparently the Searle
view, insisting that so long as there is some degree of fit, things will
be fine, I find this version of descriptivism implausible, but all the
same, even if we accept it, it still has consequences which the Theist
would dislike, There will always be a risk that Jones' set of beliefs of
the form 'God is whoever it is that is p' etc. will have an insufficiently
satisfactory 'degree of fit' with the properties of a supreme being, if
there is one. The supieme being must be épistemologically transcendent,
and vague as the notion of ’sétisfactory degree of fit' may be, it looks
perfectly possible for Joneélto lack many of the possible true beliefs of
the form 'God is whoever it is that is p' - so many, in fact, that Jones
belief or assertion that, for instance, God is looking after him would not
be of or about the supreme being, if there is one,

Here in outline, then, is the reason why the Theist who has realized
the implications for transcendence of crediting the object of his devotion
with unsurpassability, should avoid a wholesale c&mmittment to a
descriptive~-intentional account of 'about' and 'of'. My next task is to

rehearse at some length, philosophical considerations which should persuade

us that the descriptive-intentional account cannot be wholly correct for ‘of!

and 'about', at least when they are employed in contexts in which real
existents are involved (as opposed to fictional objects,abstract objects,
and the like, for which the descriptive account may well be cofrect).
Beliefs and utterances which are meant to be of or‘about God are meant
to be of or about him qua real existent.

In section 2 I intend to argue (1) that 'of' and 'about' come in a
range of strengths, and that the 'strongest' senses require causal links

between an object O and a belief or an utterance which purports to be of
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or about 0, and (2) that if we do have the strongest sense of ‘about' or
'of!, then, though the believer or speaker still requires at least one
true belief of the fo:m '0 is whatever_it is that is p' an appreciable
degrée of falsity and/or lack of certainty as to the truth is possible as
regards other beliefs held of the form 'O is the thing, whatever it is, that
is p'. Hence, I go on to contend, the Theist should look to the strongest
sense of 'about' or 'of' when he has beliefs or utterances of or about,
God; he should look to causal links of some kind between God and the
Theist's beliefs or utterances. Then it will be permissable for there to
| be a substantial 'lack of fit' between the theist's corpus of beliefs of
the form, 'God, whoever he may be, is p', and a real unsurpassable being,
- while at the same time the Theist will be able to have beliefs or make
assertiong of or about that ﬁnsurpassable being.
2. OF AND ABOUT

There is nothing originai about the view ; am now going to advance;
it is closely related to causal theories of reference advanced by Kripke,

Kaplan, and Donnellan5 and I draw heavily upon their insights, together

with those of other philosophers working in the same area. For convenience -

I shall speak mainly of beliefs which may be said’to be about or of suéh
and such an item - but this should be taken to dq duty for any attitude
which may be said to be about or of a given item.

Quine6 distiﬁguished betwegn opaque and tranéparent belief., He

claimed to discern at least two possible truth conditions for (1) 'Tom
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believes that Cicero denounced Catiline'. 1In (a), the transparent condition,

Cicero is believed by Tom to have denounced Catiline or, to put it in manner
favoured by Quine; Tom believes Cicero to have denounced Catiline, Using
ny 'of' or 'about' gives clumsy but equivalent versions - i.e. Tom believes
of Cicero, that he denounced Catiline; or, Tom believes about Cicero, that
he denounced Catiline. The position of 'Cicero' in (a) according to Quine,

is purely 'referential', Other referring expressions which denote the same
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individual may be substituted for it salva veritate - e.g. 'Tom believes
that Tully denounced Catiline'. 1In (b), the opague truth condition, on
the other hand, the initial referring expression that Tom would émploy in
an expression of his belief cannot be substituted for éalva veritate... 1If
‘Tom does not believe that Cicero is Tully, then his élaim not to believe, say,
Tully denounced Catiline must be given full credit. On the Quinean under-
standing of (b) Tom is not related by believing what he believes to any
person, let alone Cicero. It is no part of the truth condition that any
other person exists at all.

It would be a mistake to think of transparent belief and opaque belief
as two different kinds of belief. (Quine may not have been clear on this).
It is rather that we have two different kinds of report of a belief. As far
as T know this important point is due to Searle’. (1), the verbal formula-
tion of a report of what Tom believes, has at least two distinct truth
conditions., The condition for the truth of the transparent repoit includes
external elements in addition to the 'state of mind' of the believer, Tom,
and attends not at all to the terms which the believer would regard as
adequate t§ éxpress his belief. The condition fo; the truth of the opaque
report, on the other hand, is only concerned with fhe state of mind of the
believer; it attends to those expressions which the believer himself would
regard as satisfactory expressions of what he believes, and that is why
co-referring expressions are not substitutable salva veritate.

If we attempt to express thege two truth conditions in formal terﬁs,
we can ‘'quantify in' to the expression of the transparent condition, but we
cannot do so into an expression of the opaque condition. So the former
becomes (2) (Ex) (Tom believes that x denounced Catiline) and the latter
(3) Tom believes that (Ex) (X denounced Catiline). (2) could be read as:
there is someone of whom, or about whom Tom believes that he denounced
Catiline, whilst (3) could be expressed thus; Tom believe that there is

someone such that he denounced Catiline.
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In my view we can make exactly the same kinds of remarks céncerning
contexts .of reported speech; thus we can have (4) 'Tom said that Cicero
denounced Catiline' as a report of what Tom said with either a transparent
or an opaque truth cdndition. In the former we could say - Cicero wés said
by Tom to have denounced Cgtiline - or Tom said of, or about Cicero, that he
denounced Catiline. The opaque trufh condition (by far the most common, I
imagine, unliké the case of belief) attends essentially to the question
whether Tom would accept the form of words used by the person reporting
what Tom said, as an apt expfession of what Tom saide If the opaque truth
| condition obtains, Tom is not thereby related to any person, let alone
Ciceros The quantification point is similar too; for the transparent
condition for reported speech we have, e.g. (Ex) (Tom said that x denounced
Catiline) and for the opaqué-condition - Tom seid that (Ex) (g denounced
Catiline). |

Some previous discussion in this area tended to assume a simple
dichotomy between opaque and transparent reports of, say,‘belief. Quine,
at least, clearly saw that matters wer e more complex than this, even in
the Cicero example. There is the question, for example whether 'Catiline!

oceurs referehtially - whether, that is to say, he‘is such that Tom believes

of him that he was denounced by Cicero, and accordingly whether 'Catiline' can

be replaced by a co-referring expression salva veritate, Loar8 and
Strawson9 among others, in their more recent discussions, draw our attention
to the fact that there is not'jﬁst one non-opaque truth condition for a
belief report such as (5) 'Philip believes that the liberal candidate will
‘be eiected'. We could, of cdqrse, have a report which is purely opaque -
viz. Philip believes fhat there is someone such that he is the liberal
candidate and he will be elected. Once we go beyond Philip's state of
mind in our report of his belief, we have a number qf choices1o.a- (These
are not entirely free choices). We could say that a certain person,

| 1
vwhoever he is, who answers to the description 'the liberal candidate’ L is



115
such that Philip believes of hiﬁ that he will be elected. Or again: a
certain person, whoever he is, who answers to the description 'the liberal
ceandidate' is such that Philip believes of him that he is the liberal
candidate and he will be elected.

It would be appropriate for us, as Philip's interpreters, to make
such reports if we believed that there was someone of whom, or about whom
Philip had his belief, but we did not have any particular individual in
mind - if we merely believed an existential proposition and were not seeking
to link Philip's belief to a particular individual whom we would identify in
vour report. In contrast to these, there is yet another non-opaque truth
condition for (5), which is: Jones (say) is such that Philip believes that
he is the liberal candidate gnd that he will be elected, or that man (if he
is present so that we can point to him, for example), is such that Philip
believes that hé is the liberal candidate and that he will be elected. We
would now Be comnitting oursel&es, in our report of Philip's belief, to the
truth of the assertion that this particular individual, whom typiéally we
name or piqk out with a demonstfative expression, is the one about whom
Philip has his belief. For convenience of exposition I will sometimes blur
these complexities, and speak as though our belief reports are either opaque
or transparent.

A potentially misleading implication of the discussion so far also must
be mentioned here; that a given ;eport of a belief - i.e. a report as
expressed by a particular utterance by a speaker on a particular occasion
has only one truth condition - but this may not be so. The reporter of
the‘belief may be saying that, éay Tom's belief is of>or about such and such
an individual, and also in his report attempting to indicate a form of words
which Pom would accept as an expression .of his belief, Thus failure of sub-
stitution salva veritate is not a sufficient condition for the absence of the
transparent truth condition. What we can say, I think, is fhat the fresence

of substitutivity is a sufficient condition for it to be the case that the
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person who is reporting, say, Tom's belief is including as part of the
truth condition for his report elements in the external world over and
above merely 'what is in Tom's head'. Again, in later exposition, I

will speak mainly.as if the truth conditions do not combine in this way,

but are only to be thought of individually.

The opaque/transparent distinction is closely associated with the

distinction between de dicto and de re bvelief, Sosa12 makes this distinc-

tion in the following terms, which I think are seriously misleading.
'Belief de dicto is belief that a certain dictum (or proposition
is true, whereas belief de re is belief about a particular res
(or thing) that it has a certain property. (Andsimilarly for
knowledge, desire, etc. and for more complicated cases'.
This misleads since it suggests that there are two kinds of belief in
connection with the de dicto/de re distinction; if there are kinds of
beliefs, this has nothing to do with the de dicto/de re distinction. All
beliefs (presumably) are beliefs that a certain dictum (or proposition) is

true, and - I would want to say = some of these beliefs are beliefs about a
particular res (or thing) that it has a certain property. Following Searle,
as I did earlier with the opaque/fransparent distinetion, I would want to
apply the de dicto/de re distinction, not to beliefs, but to reports of

beliefs,

One simple criterion for whether a belief report is de re, is whether

quantification into the clause governed by the belief construction is

permissible, So, imagine that in 'Jones believes that Smith's murderer is

insane' we are to decide whether quantifying into our report is per missible,
One way of'settling the matter is this. If we, as reporters of Jones belief

believe that there is an individual who is Smith's murderer then we can make

our report in such a way that quantifying into it is perhissible. If we do

not believe this, then quantifying into our réport of the belief is not

permissible. So, more indirectly, the criterion for de re belief under

consideration is whether we, as reporters of the belief, think that the



17
referring expression following 'believes that' denotes. If we think
that 'Smith's murderer! denotes; then we report Jones belief de re, regard-
less of whether Jones knows‘anything about the individual denoted, and
regardless of whether there‘is ény kind of 'connection' between Jones
and that individual. So we are prepared to report that there is an
individual of whom, or about whom, Jones has his belief.

But is thé question of the denotation of the referring expression
following 'believes that' the only matter to be considered? The criterion
seems rather too simple. Perhaps we can have a de re belief report and a
correct use of 'about' and 'of' where this is the only consideration. But
I would want to argue that we can havéimuch strongersense of 'about' and 'of!
when the event or state which is, say,Jones believing that such and such s
referring expression denoteé, is in some way caused by the actual denotation
of the said referring expression, ultimately if not immediately. Whether
or not such a connection obtains will be a matter of contingent fact; a
necessary condition for our justifiably reporting Jones as having a belief
about or of a particular individual in the strongest sense of 'about' or
'of! is that we have good grounds for thinking that the causal linking does
obtain, This does not mean that we would have to have any motion of the
details of the causal linking. And the latter is always, I think, a
matter of degree, The 'Smith's murderer' example is on the borderline
between cases where there is a full-blooded causal link of the 'right kind',
and cases where there is no causal link whatever. When reporting Jones
belief inthis instance, we probably suppose that he knows at least one. thing
about the individual about whom he has the belief - that he is Smith's
murderer, and we would suppose that Jones' knowledge is in a sense caused
by the murderer - viz. by the murderer actually committing the crime; he
causes there to be a bloody corpse which subsequently causes certain
perceptions in Jones; or, alternatively, causes perceptions in others who

then cause Jones to have the information that they have, and so on. So far,
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these are merely preliminary rema:ks; I will now discuss a series of
examples to justify and explore the claim that a causal link is required
for the strongest senses of 'about' and tof!.

There are various kinds of examples of alleged de re belief report
which leave out the 'approﬁriate' causal connections In the first category
I consider, the referring expresgién which follows the 'believes that'
construction in some sense has a guaranteed denotation. I do not mean a
logical guarantee; I wish specificélly to exclude examples such as '9',
which necessarily denotes 9 so long as we retain our present conventions.

I am thinking rather of 'ordinal properties' such as 'the shortest spy',
'the tallest man', 'the fourth largest freshwater lake3, 'the first man

to step on the moon', and so on. In theory, no property of this kind is
such that only one itém poséesses it because of the logical possibility of
two or more spies of the same height, two or more lakes of the same size,
two or more men stepping on td the moon simultaneously, etc. Kaplan
suggests that we could, nevertheless, devise quasi-ordinal properties which -
would be possessed only by one individual, if possessed by anything at all.

We could use the

'well-known fact that two persons cannot be born at exactly the
same time at exactly the same place (where the place of birth is
an interior point of the infant's body). Given any four spatial
points, a,b,c,d, not in a plane we can use the relations t1 is
earlier than t2, and p1 is closer to a (b,c,d) than p2 to order

all space time points'.13
We could then make up properties of spies, for instance, which only one spy
could possess. So withoﬁt entering into this complicated type of qualifica-
tion ever& time, I will assume for the sake of argument that expressions
such as 'the shortest spy', 'ﬁhe tallest gan', and the like are such that
only one individual could possess them.

Thus it may éppear that 'the shortest spy' must denote something. We
then arrive at.Kaplan's14 notorious 'Ralph believes that the shortest spy
Iis a spy's If our believing that the referring expression following the

'believes that' construction denotes, is our criterion for our reporting
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Ralph's belief de re, then we can so report it here. Our de re report
may be constmed as follows: we are saying that there is an individual of
whom, or about whom, Ralph believes that he is a spy.

Most would agree that something'has gone wrong in this example.. 1
suggest that two things are wrong., The first, which I will not discuss,
is that it is hard to imagine a sensible context in which anyone would
make such a report of Ralph's beliefs15. The second is the thought that
we would be happy to report Ralph'é belief de re even though we might
believe that Ralph has never met any spies in his life, nor met anyone
else who has, seen any pictures of spies, read any reports about spies
written by people who had seen spies, etc. (Perhaps Ralph thinks a
priori that if there are nation states, etc. then there must be spieé).
In brief, the odd thought i§ that we would be happy to report Raléh's
belief de re despite our belief that there is no causal link between the
shortest spy, and Ralph's believing that 'the shortest spy' denotes.
'0dd!' here, does not entail 'incorrect', however. If someone wants to
insist that a de re report is permissable, I would not argué the point,

but I would insist that the sense in which Ralph's belief is about the

shortest spy is a weak one.

Of a similar character is Sosa's 'Shorty! story16. (Sosa is pursuing

a very different line from the one I am taking here).

'esosuppose a sergeant, after consulting with higher authority,

returns to his platoon and says to the shortest man "Shorty,

they want you to go first". Actually, the desire expressed

by the higher authority was that the shortest man go first'.
(Sosé fails to add that the higher authorities presumably believe that
there are no men inthe platoon who share the lowest stature). Now, up to
a point, it is perfectly legitimate for the sergeant to speak as he does 'to
the man in his‘plétoon. There is a weak sense in which the authorities!

want is of or gbout the shortest man in the platoon and that is Shorty.

Yet in the stronger sense of 'about' and 'of' for which I am campaigning,
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the authorities do not have an attitude which is of or about the actual
man addressed by the sergeant; it would be reasonable for Shorty to
respond to his sergeant. 'You say they want me? But they've never even
heard of me, let alone met me!'.

We could move towards the stronger sense by degrees; the sergeant is
in the generalfs office, describing each of the men in his platoon, and
naming each man as he does s0s The general hears from the sergeant about
the shortest man - the sergeant tells the general that, among other things,
the man answers to the description 'the shortest man'. So the actual
individual Shorty is dausally linked with the general's belief that 'the
shortest man' denotes a man in the platoon about whom the_general has heard
from the sergeant; the sergeant has seen Shorty on many occasions - so
Shorty has caused the sergeant to have perceptions and beliefs; the
sergeant in tufn has passed on information to the general, causing the
general to believe that 'the shortest man' denotes a certain man who has
properties p, q, ete. In a more direct case, the general is looking at
the platoon himself and thinks to himself, on noticing Shorty, 'I want
that man to go first', There is a clear causal ;ink between Shorty and
the general's !'that maﬂ'. |

Good cases for a total absence of causal connection, yet where 'of' and

'about' are permitted, may be thoughtto be found among 'future objects'.
Adapting another of‘Kaplan's examples, Jones dubs the first child to be

born in the 21st century 'Newmen 1'. He forms beliefs about the child,
based perhaps on his theories of the likely nature of child socialisation

at that point in time -~ for instance, he believes that Newman 1 will be
bad-tempered. - If we rule out the possibilit& of universal atomic holocaust,
and add any qualifications that may be required to ensure that there could
(logically) be ohly one 'first' child, then it seems that 'Newman 1' is
'bound' to have a denotation., Accordingly we can repor£ Jones belief de re

as follows: there is, or will be, someone of whom or about whom Jones
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17

believes that he will be bad-tempered, Donnellan'' suggests that it

would be

'incorrect to say to John who turns out to be the first

child born in the 21st century "I believed about you some

twenty five years before your birth..." (that you would be

bad tempered)®. ‘
I do not quite agree with Donnellan; it would not be obviously incorrect
for Jones to say this to John. On the other hand, there is certainly
something‘ odd here, which Donnellan is trying to make plain. One could
imagiﬁe a response from John,'akin to Shorty's. 'You had no beliefs about
me in particular; it would not have mattered who was the first child borm
in the 21st century, as far as you were concerned. My brother, for
example, might have been born before me; then you would have been talking

to him and not me'. My own diagnosis of what is odd about this case

should by now be obvious; the actual individual John cannot causally

affect Jones' belief twénty—five years previously.

D. W. Stampe18 suggests an interesting example in which it might
appear that we couid have the strongest sense of 'aboﬁt' and of ‘of!
in a belief about a future object., This would be in a case where the
belief is caused by sémething'which also causes the existence of the
future object. (Stampe is notldiscussing belief, so I adapt his example
considerably in my account). Suppose Jones beiieves that a storm will
take place at 2 p.m.' His belief is caused by the barometer indicating a
fall in pressure; this in turn is éaused by the fact that the air pressure
really is f4lling. And that fall of air pressure itself will cause, let us
suppose, the storm, Jones .can have a belief about, of of, this particular
storm, so the argument goés, in view of the common cause; and it is a
belief about it in the strongest sense, This is shown, it is claimed, if
we suppose

'the conditions suddenly change, the barometric pressure rises

and the clash of fronts does not occur, but now, conditions again

change, and some causally quite independent meteorological
development brings in a storm, just at two o'clock.19
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Stampe seems to think it is quite clear that this would not be the
storm Jones originally believed would occur at two o'clock. Stampe
describes his judgement as 'intuitively clear' - it is not clear to me,
since it would appear to rest on some kind 6f necessity of origin doctrine
for storms '...could this very storm have been caused by a different clash
of fronts?!' we seen to hear the Kripke of 'ldentity and Necessity!
inquiring. I would have thought that the answer was ~ yes it could.

And so I reject Stampe' example.

A more convincing instance20 might be where we had a collection of
car parts which were going to be made, say in 1998 into a car. We might
have a belief about this car - say that the car will break down in the
.autumn of 1999, There is a sense in which the present existence of the
car parts are 'partial causés’,of the future car, and they are also a
causal element in my belief that 'the car' will have a denotation - viz.
something which will be a car; with properties p, q, etc. I would admit

that my present belief is gbout that future car in a fairly strong sense,

if not the strongest possible sense. Despite these examples, it is clear
that in the majority of cases, we only get strong.'abouts' and 'ofs' where
causal chains run from objects in the past to preéent beliefs.

The second group of examples I ﬁant to consider concerns situations
where the believer, or the possessor of whatever attitude is in questioh,
etc. is fortuitously correct in his belief. I will not dwell on these,
since causal theorists have made these sorts of cases very familiar. Jones
believes that the man on the other side of the room driﬁking champagne is
happy. The man he is actually looking at is drinking water, but is indeed
happy. There is another man on the other siée of the room -~ his glass is
concealed - he is drinking champagne, and he also is happy., Imagine that
we as interpreters report Jones belief de re - we would permit quantification

into our report of his belief, and say that there is a man about whom, or of

whom, Jones has a belief, if we were relying solely on the ¢ riterion that
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we believe that 'the man on the other side of the room drinking champagne'
denotes; perhaps wé earlier saw the glass which is now concealed, etc.
But surely, in this case, mattérs have gone so far adrift that such a de re
belief report is positively wrong; fhe man over there drinking champagne
is not a man about whom Jones has his belief. Perhaps, in this situation
Joﬁes does not have a belief about anybody. Perhaps his belief is about
the actual man who is drinking water. VWhat prompts these thoughts is the
fact that there is not, ex hypothesi, a trace of causal connection between
. the man drinking champagne, and Jones' belief.

Unfortunately, as discussions of causal theories have shown, it is
only too easy to cook ub far fetched complications in such examples - e.g.
Jones cannot see the water d:inking gentleman directly - he is seeing a
reflection of the man in a mirror, the presence of which Jones is unaware;
it is the chaméagne drinking man who has placed the mirror in a strategic
position. So the champagne d¥inking man is -« in a devious way -a causal
faétor in Jones' belief; yet we would want to say that he is the 'wrong
sort' of causal factor, and that he is still not the individual about whom
(in the strong sense) Jones has his belief, or of.whom Jones believes '
something, I will not attempt, in the present discussion, to say what
the'right kind' of causal linking is; clearly a causal connection of some ‘
kind or other is not a sufficient condition for the strong sense of 'about!'
and 'of' which I am urging exists in regard to real objects and people.
I would want to say that the 'right kind' of causal connection is a
necessary-condition. |

I now try to disentangle the question of whether someone may be
reported as having a belief about a thing, in the strongest sense of 'about’
from questions of the scope of referring expressions in contexts of
propositional attitudes, This involves re-tracing ground already covered,
but in different 8“13921. " In'Jones believes that a man in a brown hat is

a murderer', we may intend, in this report, that 'a man in a brown hat' should
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have smallest scopes If so, I would want to maintain that the report
only covers Jones' state of mind; we might report him in this way even
if we did not think there ever had been a man in a brown hat, and that
the whole thing was a figment of Jones' imagination. On the other hand,
we might intend the description to be given largest scope. Then we
would have: concerning a certain man in a brown hat; Jones believes of
him or about him that he is a murderer. Now it dees appear that the
latter reading is just about possible even where there is no causal
connection between the man in the brown'hat and Jones beliefs. Although
we may wonder, as we did earlier in other examples, what grounds we could
have for interpreting Joﬁes as having this belief, and we might feel
disinclined to allow the widest scope for the description in our report of
his belief unless we had greunds for thinking that the right kind of causal
connection between Jones and the man in the brown hat obtained. However,
there are no hard and fast decisions to be made here; if we did allow the
wide scope construal of our report, where we had no ground for thinking
the causal connection obtained, we could not be accused of a definite
error. My concluding observation on this is as before; were there the
appropriate causal link, Jones could believe somefhing, or say something of,
or about, the man in the brown hat in a stronger sense than if there were
not, |

Similarly, the question of whether the referring expression following
'believes that' is a rigid designator, is independent logically from the
question of whether there is the right kind of causal link between the
object about which the belief is held and the belief, allowing for the
strong sense of ‘'about' or 'of'. To understand this, consider the follow-
ing. In what Devitt22 describes as an 'abnormal' case, divers migﬁt name
the heaviest fish in the sea 'Oscar', though they have never encountered
Nonetheless,

this fish, and, as far as they know, neither has anyone else,

'Oscar' rigidly designates the particular fish which is, as a matter of fact,

L meaM L smsml a
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the heaviest fish in the actﬁal world, - 'Oscar' designates that fish

in a1l possible worlds in which it exists. For 'Oscar' satisfies Kripke's

'test'23 for rigid designation. Oscar might not have been the heaviest
fish in the séa; but it is not the case that Oscar might not have been
Oscar. Now, one of our divers might believe that Oscar preferred depths

of greater than10,000 feet, We have the 'believes that' construction,

followed by a rigid designator. We have, or so I would maintain, the

weak sense of 'about' or 'of' when we say that the diver has a belief about
Oscar or of Oscar; ex hypothesi there is no causal contact between Oscar

and the diver - nothing that the diver believes about Oscar has, in the

explanation of his having that belief, the actual fish Oscar himself. 1In

other cases, on the other hand, we can have 'believes that' followed by a

rigid designator, and a c¢lear causal link. I conclude that the question

of rigid designation is independent from the question of the existence of

causal links.

I now want to develop a more extended example, inspired by Sosa's

'Shorty' story mentioned earlier. Let us imagine that the tallest man in

the world is named Lanky. He is a member of an obscure tribe that lives

in the Amazonian jungle., His tribe has no contact with the outside world. ;
No one in the world coﬁmunity apart from his tribe has any knowledge of his |

existence, let alone of his height. His tribe are perhaps aware that he is

their tallest member, but they have no more grandiose beliefs about him, having

no opportunity to compare his stature with that of members of other

communities. Two doctors in New York discuss the medical characteristics 4

that the tallest man in the world will have. They decide, for convenience

and quite coincidentally, to refer to the tallest man in the world as Lanky.
They elaborate theories about what other physical features very tall people
will have - that they will have weak heafts - that they will have spinal
defects, and the like. One of the doctors, Dr. Jpnes, believes, onvthe

basis of these theories, that Lanky has a weak heart,
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Now if, per impossibile, the actual Lanky were to come to know that

Dr, Jones had this belief 'about' him, let us try to imagine Lanky's

reaction. 'If I had not grown so tall, and my brother had developed the

supreme stature instead of me, then Dr., Jones belief would have been.about

my brother and not about me.- If Dr. Jones belief is about me at all,

then, it is scarcely about me in any very strong sense. It is only if I

myself ama causal factor (of the *right kind') in Dr. Jones having that

belief, that his belief can be about me in the strongest sense. Now it is

not that Dr., Jones beiief, which includes, in particular, the belief that
'Lanky' denotes a certain individual who has properties p, q, etc. is not

about me (strong sense) unless we can say that he would not have had his belief

unless I had helped, however distantly, to cause him to have it., After all,

meny types of'causes could have effected his belief. It is rather thaf, as

a matter of fact, I must be a causal factor in his having the belief in
question if I, or anyone else,'is to be able to report him correctly as
having a belief about me in the strongest senge. To cite a specific
implications had the course of history been exactly the same as it in fact
was, with the sole change that I, Lanky, never ex;sted, then either Dr. Jones
would have had his belief or he would not. If thé latter, then Dr. Jones is
ahout me iﬁ'the strong sense; if the former, then Dr. Joﬁes is probably oﬁly
believing something about me in the weaker sense'.

There are one or two points that could be quibbled over here, First,
it would be perfectly possible for Dr. Jones belief to be over-determined;

for there to be two sets of conditions each of which, without the other,

would be sufficient for the belief in question to occur. For example, there

S e ¢ ey s ek a1+

might be a psychoanalytic cause of Dr. Jones' belief and a cause which somehow |

involves Lanky himself. Either might be alone sufficient for Dr. Jones
- belief. Perhaps, then, Lanky ought to say: 'Had the course of history been
exactly the same as it in fact was, with the sole change that I, Lank&, never

existed, then either Dr. Jones would have had his belief, or he would not.
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If the latter, then his belief is about me in the strong sense., If the
former, then Dr. Jones belief is probably about me in the weaker sense.
But if there was all along another condition which was sufficient for the
dector's belief to occur, then it is not clear, given that the doctor would
retain his belief in a possidble world in wﬁich I am absent, whether his
belief is about‘me inthe strong sense or in a weaker sense.

Second, we might wonder whether the course of history could remain
exactly the same with the sole change that Lanky never existed. Perhaps
a clause should be added by Lanky to the effect that this ;hange, together
with the minimum of other changes which would be necessitated by his absence,
are being envisaged by the counterfactual's antecedent.

We can now add details to the initial example, taking one step at a
time, so as to steer it tow#rds situations where the strongest sense of
'about'! and 'ofi prevail. (1) A reliable report reaches the doctors that
the tallest man in the world lives in the Amazon basin; & member of the
Guiness Book of Reéords staff, McRosser, happehs to be passing throﬁgh the
area - the first white man to visit. Though he measures Lanky's height, he
has no time to take in any of Lanky's other details.  (2) 4s (1), but
McRosser also manages to photograph Lanky, and sends a print to the doctors.
(3) As before, and McRosser also goes to see the doctors himself, and tells
them of his encounter with Lanky. (4) As (3) plus the result that Dr. Jones
goes to visit Lanky himself, taking with him diagnostic equipment. On the
basis of the visit, he forms the belief that Lanky has a weak heart.

In all the situations (1) to (4) it seems fair to say that Dr. Jones
has a belief about Lanky, or a belief of Lanky. It seems clear to me, at
any rate, that .in the example as originally described, only the weak sense
of 'about' and 'of' is involved, whilst in (4) the strongest sense of 'about!
and 'of' is involved. I would not care to say at which poiﬁt the sense
changes - there may be no definite point. If pressed, I would say that

even in (2) the strong sense is present. In (1) I am not entirely certain,
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Yet Dr. Jones even here can believe that 'Lanky' denotes a certain individual

who is the tallest man in the world and who is that individual in South

America.about whom there has just been a report. Hence the real Lanky is

in the causal ancestry of Dr. Jones belief about what 'Lanky' denotes,
suggesting that the strongest sense of 'about' and 'of' may well be present.

It might now be objected that the stronger sense of 'about' and 'of*

8imply means that the believer has more beliefs about the object of his
belief, and that causal links between his beliefs and the object are
irrelevant. Thus, so it might be argued, in (4) Dr. Jones wiil have far
more beliefs about Lanky in the end, than he would have in (1). I would

agree that as we move from the example as originally deseribed, towards the

situation as portrayed in (4), Dr. Jones does acquire more beliefs. But

I would maintain that this is not the point. We could have imagined, if
we had wished,.that even in the sifuation as originally described, Dr. Jones
believed a large number of things 'about' Lanky — not only that he has a
weak heart, but that his toes are splayed in such and such a way, that his
bones have such and such a calcium content, that his backbone has such and

such a curvature, and so on, The real Lanky wou}d 8till be entitled, it
seems to me, to make a response similar to the one'suggested above, and to
dény that the strong sense of 'about' is involved. |
The objector could make a further move. He could point out that we
have restricted the doctor's beliefs to general ﬁédical features of the
tallest man. Suppose, however, that we added to the original situation
beliefs involving certain individﬁating properties éf Lanky; thus Dr. Jones
might believe that Lanky was born at such and such a time and place, that he
killed an alligator on January 12th 1980 at such and such a place, and so on.
The view that the more beliefs Dr. Jones had about Lanky, the nearer he
would be to the strong sense of 'about® and 'of' could then be maintained.

I would doubt that it is even intelligible to ascribe to Dr. Jones

such beliefs, But even if I am wrong about this, and Dr. Jones could in
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principle have all sorts of weird and wonderful beliefs about Lanky
Lanky's original résponse would still seem to have considerable force:
'If I had never existed, the course of history otherwise remaining the
same, you would still havé had these beliefs - that I was born in such
and such a time and place, etc. This decisively suggests that your
beliefs are not gbout me then in the strongest sense.'

Before returning to the question of beliefs and utterances about an
epistemologically transcendent God, I want to relate the foregoing
discussion to the dispute between those phiiosophers who might be styled
neo-Fregeans, and causal theorists, concerning what it is for a belief to
be about or of one objéct rather than another, or what it is for an

utterance to be about or of one object rather than another.

On the Fregean side, Sear1324 still claims that a spesker's intention

to refer to oné object rather than another can be entirely characterised
in terms of that speaker's intention to refer to the thing, whatever it
is, that has such and such a property or propefties. Loar25 sayé some=-
thing similar. A belief being about a particular object is simply a
belief about the thing, whatever it may be, that satisfies an individual
concept. For Loar, 'satisfying an individual concept' is just the having

of certain properties; he singles out three gfoups as especially important.
Firstly, there is a perceptual group of properties -~ e.g. the thing, whatever
it is, that I see, or saw, hear or heard, and so forth. Secondly, there is
the comprehensive property of satisfying a complete 'dossier' - a very

detailed specification which an object might fit - and thirdly, there is

the property of being *the such and such which is called N, or the such and

such referred to by 1'26. Schiffer27, whose views resemble Loar's, claims

that the property or properties concerned are not pﬁrely qualitative, but

contain an essential indexical element of the form -~ the thing, whatever it

is, that has such and such a unique relation to the person who has tﬁe belief

in question.
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Wittgenstein™ remarked: 'If God had looked into our minds, he
would not have been able to see there whom we were speaking ofts Yet it
is precisely this that is claimed by the philosophers of the last paragraph,

or so it might be thought, McDowell, quoting Wittgenstein with approval,

remarks:

'esorummaging through the repository of general thoughts

which ...we are picturing the mind as being, God would fail

to find out precisely whom we have in mind. Evidently that
(mythical) repository is not the right place to look. God
(or anyone) might see whom we have in mind, rather, by - for
instance, seeing whom we look at as we speak - seeing relations
between a person and bits of the world, not prying into a
hidden place whose contents would be just as they are even if
there were no world - is (in part) what seeing into a person's

mind is'. 29

And at the end of the same paper he says:30

'One cannot intelligibly regard a person as having a belief
about a particular concrete object if one cannot see him as
having been exposed to the causal influence of that object in
ways suitable for the acquisition of information (or mis-

information) about it'.

Now I have been arguing that a causal linking between an actual object
‘or person, and the belief of someone who has a belief about that object or
person in the strongest sense, is a necessary condition for that strongest

sense. This may appear to put me at odds with the most extreme Fregean

position. In this, as I have characterised it, for my belief or utterance

to be about an object X in any sense of 'about' worth having it is sufficient

for me to believe correctly that X is whatever it is that has such and such

a property., Whereas on my view,the Fregean will get at best a very weak
sense of 'about' here, '

In the paper from which I have quoted, McDowell concedes that Jones
must have some beliefs or other of the form 'X is whatever it is that is p!

if Jones is to be able to have beliefs about X, but he claims in extreme .

Kripkean fashion that all such beliefs might be false, Here I think he

goes too far. IHe is concerned to reject what he calls 'psychologism' - to

reject the need, in particular, for special kinds of mental occurrence
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whenever we have a belief about a certazin real object. For example,
speakers do not, he argues, consult an internal récipe to see whether an
object they actually encounter is that object about which they believed
thet it was, say, p, whether the 'internal recipe' is thought of as a
conscious mental representaticn, or something more tacit and implicit.
He thinks it is enough, if say Jones is disposed to manifest such and

such recognitidnal behaviour towards X, disposed to respond 'intelligently
(with-understanding) to uses of the name on the part of others, in speech
acts construable as being about...(x)'31. I would agree that this might
~ well be enough, But given an apprbpriate dispositional account of belief
(1ike the one I support in the next chapter) might this not just be having
at least one true belief of the form 'X ds the thi.ng, whatever it may be,
that is p's If so, this would in part vindicate the Fregean line on the
matter and count against an extréme Kripkean view.

Further compromise with the Fregean might be offectéd. He might be
persuadéd to insist on a special M-set of properties mi...mn which would play
the following role. When Jones believes that X is @, and his belief is of or

~about X in the strongest sense, his beliefs of fhe form 'X is whatever it is
that is p' must include at least one true belief wﬁere the value of p comes
from the M-set, M-set properties should include reference to perceptions
and/or memories, When substituted in beliefs of the form'X is whatever it is
that is p' we would obtain: 'X is whatever it was that he saw,'X is whatever
it was of which he had a memory image', and the like. Mwset properties could
include vague references to perceptions and memories of individuals other than
Jones, who have caused Jones to believe that they have had the perceptions or
memories. The connections could be more indirect still - to enable Jones,
for instance to haye beliefs which are strongly about Aristotle. Generally
speaking, if we hold causal theories of perception and memory, we would now
think fhat with the insertion ofﬂa member of the M-set, a causal link was

being built in between X itself and Jones's believing that X denotes such
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and such. If the Fregean will say this kind of thing, I have no quarrel
with him. If X possesses a property from the M-set, this could provide
the basis for Jones to have a belief about X in the strongest sense since,
for it to be true that X is the thing, whatever it is, that has such a
property, there must be a causal link 'of the appropriate kind' between
Jones and the real object X.

3. BELIEFS AND UTTERANCES ABOUT GOD WITH CAUSAL LINKS

Suppose that it is possible for there to be causal links of the 'right
kind' between, say Jones and Gode Then, although Jones, if he is to be
able to believe something about or of God in the strongest sense, or say
something about or of God in the strongest sense, must have at least one
true belief of the form 'God is the thing, whatever it may be, that is p!,
the rest of his beliefs of fhis type may not be accurate - and some of
them may even be false,

For it seems generally plausible to claim that the clearer the causal
links between an object 0 and a believer, say Jones, the 1es§ accurate any
beliefs of the form '0 is the thing, whatever it may be, that is p' are
required to be for Jones to have a belief about O, The less clear are the
causal links, then fhe more accurate must be beli;fs of the form '0 is the
thing, whatever it may be, that is p', if Jones is to be able to believe
something or say something which is in any sense about 0. if, for instance,
it would be true to report Jones de dicto as believing that a certain house
is on fire, then, if it is clear that Jones is looking at a barn, not a
house, agd it is the barn that is causing his belief, then if may be right
to report Jones de re as believing that the barn is on fire; Jones belief
would be of, about the barn in thé strongest sense. Buf there are, of
course, limits to this latitude. If, for instance, it would be true to
report Jones de dicto as believing that an alien space ship was on fire,
then, even if it were clear that it was the burning barn that was causing

Jones belief, it would hardly be correct to report Jones de re as believing
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that the barn was on fire; Jones belief this time would not be of, or
about the barn,

Generalising from the last paragraph to Theistic beliefs and utterances,
we can say the following. Suppose, as we have before, that Jones believes
that God is looking after him, or that Jones says: 'God is looking after
me', Jones associates with God the following beliefs - that he is whoever
it is that is P, 9, T, etc. Or Jones' community in which the word 'God!
has currency associate with that name the beliefs that God is whoever it is
that is p, q, r, etce Then, even if many of these beliefs are no¥ accurate,
or even false, then, so long as the appropriate causal links obtain between
God and Jones and/ or between qu and the speech community,and so long as
Jones and/or the speech community has some degree, even if quite small, of
accurate belief that God is.whoever is the p...then Jones can both believe
and éay things about or of an epistemologically transcendent God in the
strongest sense of ‘'about! or 'of'. '

I will not attempt to say much about the nature of the 'appropriate
causal link' between believer, utterer, or speech community and God.

Causal theorists in general have not found it easy to provide comprehensive
accounts of so-called non-deviant causal chains iﬁ their characterisations
of perception, action, and so ons I see no intrinsic reason, however, why
such an account should prove especially more difficult in the present case
compared to others. I merely indicate forms of causal linkage that are at
least prima facie plausible candidates.

It seems possible that God causes beliefs in CRB's through ordinary
perceptions they have of the physical universe. They would encounter God
'in virtue of' encountering objects, patterns of events, or whatever, - items
which are causally related to God in an appropriate way. I follow Frank
Jackson in his discussion of the 'in virtue of! relgtion32. A car is red
in virtue of the body of the car being red. A car touches the kerb. in

virtue of some part of the car touching the kerb. Jackson lives in
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Australia in virtue of living in Melbourne, I see the table in virtue of
seeing its tops I hear the aeroplane in virtue of hearing a thunderous
sounde I sense the earthquake in virtue of sensing the vibration in my
chair. Jones (perhaps) meets/encounters God in virtue of seeing a beautiful
sunset; in virtue of having a loving relationship with a friend, etec.

It also..seems possible that God causes beliefs of the kind in question
through the héving by CRB's of special experiences, of the type reported by
mystics; or that God causes the beliefs 'directly* - that is to say, in
the present context, that CRB's acquire the beliefs without having any kind
of sensory experience, and God enters into the causal explanation of the
acqﬁisition of these beliefs 'in the appropriate way'. And there are
further possibilities still; but I cannot explore them thoroughly here.

4. KNOWING WHO GOD IS

Even someone who had followed sympathetically the whole of the argument
of this chapter so far might feel uneasy, and try to express the uneasiness
as follows. You have said how Jones beliefs or assertions could, at least
in principle, be of or about an epistemologically transcendent being, even
where Jones beliefs as regards that being are for the most part inaccurate
or false, But you have said littlé of matters ffom Jones point of view,
Can, for instance, Jones know who God is if he is epistemologically
tranécendent, and, if so, how? My reéponse to this question, which
constitutes this, the final section of the present chapter, will turn out in
the end to cover little new ground = the main points will turn out already
to have peen made in the earlier examination of 'about' and 'of'. But
-gome study of the notion of 'knowing who! shoﬁld serve to advance matters a
little further, I acknowledge much help from a paper entitled ‘'Knowing

Who' by Steven Boer and William Lycan33.

Their paper is long and complex;
I draw upon their insights by providing my own simplified versions of their
views where appropriate,

We may distinguish initially between two kinds of situations, type (a)
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and type (b) in which a pers&n, say Jones, knows/does not know who someone
is.
Type (a): I first describe the paradigm cases, and then elaborate to take
in less central cases, Jones has a person P in sight. If P is ina
group, then Jones can pick him out from his fellows., Jones may say,
pointing at P; 'T know who P is!', 'P' would be a name,Jones says: ‘I
know who Smith is' - (pointing at Smith). ‘'He's the son of the Archbishop'.
Jones is not compelled fo use a name - he might instead employ a
dempnstrative: 'I know who that man is (pointing). He's the son of the
Archbishop'. Or, for instance, Jones hears two men talking in the next
room. Again, he can say: 'I know who Smith is' (meaning the one with the
high-pitched voice that both he and his friend can hear). ‘He's the son
of the Archbishop'. Or: ‘I -know who that man is - the one with the high-
pitched voice. He's the son of the Archbishop'. The name or demonstra-
tive picks out someone currenfly being perceived.

Moving now to more indiréct forms of (a). Jones sees P in a crowd,
and could have picked him out -~ the crowd was close enough for Jones to see
each individual clearly, and so on. We bracket consideration of whether
Jones knows who P is - whether, that is to say, he could have pointed to P
and said, for instance, correctly - 'I know who P is, He's the son of the
Archbishop'. Instead, we focus on a conversation which takés place later,
Jones still. has a clear memory of the people he saw, and can describe them
individually. He outlines P's appearance to Smith, and inquires: 'Do you
know who, that was'? Supposé'that Smith does know ~ i.e. knbws something
of the kind 'Thét must have been the son of the Archbishop'. Then Smith
knows who P is in an essentially similar fashion to the way in which Jones
knows, if he knows at all, in the paradigm case initially desgribed. Smith
knows who that man is, where 'that man' rigidly designates the individual
described by Jones, and there is a causal link of‘the right kind befween

the man, and Smith's utterance of the expression 'That man' which goes
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through Jones via his memory.

Jénes might of course inadvertently provide a description of someone
whom he did see and could have picked out, but who was not the individual
he intended to tell Smith about - an individual he also sawe. Suppose it
is purelj.fortuitous that the description Jones uses fits the individual K
that he did not intend to.talk about. Then, surely, Smith cannot know who
K is - since Joﬁes will not have spoken in the strongest sense of or about
K - a conclusion of course argued for in this chapter. Suppose on the
other hand that K is in part causally responsible for Jones' use of the
description he produced, despite the fact that Jones himself did not intend
to-speak of K, Then,'perhaps, Jones may still know who that is in a
fashion resembling our type (a) paradigm; only, however, if it is
plausible to c¢laim that Jonés spoke of +(in the stroﬁgest sense) K, despite
his failure to intend to.do s0.

These remarks are, of coﬁrse, more in the way of elementary appeals
for a ﬁiew of reference which includes a causal element., We need to note
that the kind of causal effect exerted by individuals onthose who claim
correctly to know who they are may be bf a great variety of kinds;_ other
kinds of causal influence still will not entitle ényone to know who the
individuals are. The chain of causes from an individual to someone who
knows who that in&ividual is could be very extended and indirect. Jones
and Smith inthe twentieth century could wonder who it was that Aristotle
saw - if we imagine that Aristotlgrsaw someone one particular January
morning in Greece, and recorded this fact. If Jones knows who Aristotle
saw, this could still be, I would maintain essentially a case of knowing
who resembling the type (a) paradign.

Where Jones does know who P is in an (a) type situation, he will know
something of the form 'P is the q', where 'the q' is some description or
other, For instance, Jopes might know who P is if he can say, corréctly,

'That man is the Town Clerk'. 'That man is the owner of the fleet of taxis!
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and so on, Boer and Lycan argue that if Jones knows that P is NN,
where 'NN!' is a prdper name, then, ultimately this will not amount to Jones
knowing who P is unless Jones knows who NN is. For if Jones did not know
who P was, and was told that P was NN, this would only help Jones if-Jones
already knew who NN was. Whereas, if Jones did not know who P was, and
was told that P was the g, this might well be sufficient; Jones need not
know who the q is in some further sense.

The idea is that something of the form'P is the q' will ultimately
silence and satisfy a quesfioner who wants to know who P is, whereas an
answer of the form 'p is NN' is essentially incomplete. Similarly, if
Jones knows that P is x where x involves demonstrative reference to something
being perceived, or to something which was perceived, x being soﬁething like
'the man I saw last week down by the river', 'the man Jane heard whistling
at 2 o'clock this morning', there is again a sense in which this does not
help Jones to know who P is uﬁless he'already knows, for instance who the
man he saw last week down by the river is - that he is the son of the
Archbishop, or whatever. Obviously, in some contexts, knowing that P is
theé man seen down by the river last week could well be said to be knowing
who that ﬁan is; I am not trying to restriect the uses of 'knowing who!,
but to discuss the characteristics iﬁ particular of type (a) knowing who.
The essential incémpleteness of answers of the form 'P is x' also shows up
as followss if Jones does not know who P is, whére P is in clear view of
him, it will not help Jones to know that P is the man seen down by the river
last week unless Jones alread& has a satisfactory answer to the question:
'Who was the man you saw down by the river last week'?

The point not yet touched on is what values 'q' can take in answers of
the form 'P is the q's If Jones does not know who P is, an answer like
‘He's the man with 10,000 hairs on his head' is unlikely to be safisfactory.
I discuss this shortly.

I turn now to the second kind of situation (b) in which Jones knows
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(does not xnow) who the q is, where'the q' is some description. 1In a
paradigm case, Jones is confronted with a group of people, He wants to
know who the son of the Archbishop is - i.e. he wants to know which of that
group is the son of the Archbishop. If he eventually comes to know, in
this situation, who the son of the Archbishop is, he will be able to point
perhaps to a certain person and say 'I know who the son of the Archbishop
is. That man.is the son of the Archbishop'. Jones may have a name, rather
than a description in mind-perhaps he wants to know who Smith is - i.e. hé
wants to know which one of them is Smith, This is not essentially
different from the case where he wants to know who it is that answers to a
given deécription, since he will hardly wish to know who Smith is unless he
associates with 'Smith' at least one description.

We can describe more inﬁirect cases of knowing who in (b) type situations
also. For instance, Jones might have Smith descr%be to him occasions on
which Smith saw various people, and Jones might wonder who was the son of
the Archbishop. Hé might wonder, in other words, which of the people that
Smith saw was the son of the Archbishop. He might eventually come to know
that a cerfain individual, on the far left of the group of people that Smith
saw down by the river last week was the son of thé Archbishop. Boer.and
Lycan suggest that the most frequent answer to the question 'Who is the q'
in (b) type situations introduce a name, 'Who is the Archbishop's son'?
'Jones', 'Who is the owner of the fleet of taxis'? 'Snodgrass'. But,
they claim, though it is the most frequent answer it is essentially
incomplet?, relying as it does on people already knowing who Jones or
Snodgrass are (for instance) in an (a) type situation as described above.
People will need to know at least one thing of the form 'Jones is the p', or

'Snodgrass is the r!',
Clearly, the situations envisaged as (b) types, where the answer to
'Who is the q'? involves pointing someone out will be relatively few in

number. If we accept that the most frequent answers to questions of the
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form 'Who is the q'? introduce names, ﬁhich in turn require knowing who
in an (a) type situation, it is upon the 1atter that we should concentrate.
Before doing so, I will mention very briefly a third type of situation that
Boer and Lycan discuss where the 'knowing who' 1ocutiqn appears; I gcan
know who the f is if I know that the f is the g, where 'the f' and 'the g°
are both descriptions. Jones knows who the highest paid official of -
Puddletown is.l He knows that the highest paid official of Puddletown is
the town clerk., Jones knows that the heir to the thréne is the Monarch's
eldest son, etc. These are essentially general, and néed not be about
existing individuals at sall,

It is possible, however, as Boer and Lycan point out, that, say !the

34

heir to the throne' could be taken to have wide scope; in which case Jones
knoﬁledge wéuld be as folloﬁs: concerning the individual who is in fact the
heir to the throne; Jones knows that he is the Monarch's eldest son. Such
knowledge might well be a species of (a) type knowing who, It need not be
(a) type knowing wﬁo, all thé same. Remember Dr. Jones, who might well
have had the following item of knowledge: the tallest man in the world has
a weak heart - one version of which would reasonably be expressed as:
concerning the individual who is in fact the tallest man in the world -
Dr.»Jones knows he has a weak heart, But the absence of any causal link
between Lanky and Dr. Jones in this example means that it cannot be (a)
type knowing who.

I would argue that it is necessary for the Theist to be able to know
at least in prineiple, who God is in an (a) type situation. - We need to
see why this is sos For it mighf be thought that we could know who P is
in a satisfactory enough way by knowing that P answers to a certain sét of ~
descriptions. 4And if we could bracket off considerations relating to
God's mystery, which I argued at the beginning of this chapter militated

against the descriptivist-intentional account of 'about' and 'of' in the

context of belief and discourse about God, it might be thought that we could
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know who God is by knowing that he answers to a certain set of descriptions.

I can know who Othello is in the fashion presently being envisaged,
certainly. But this is not a happy parallel. Could we not know who Moses
was (is) in this way too? For the purpose of much discourse about Moses,
it does not matter whether he is thought of as someone who really existed,
or instead as some fictional character out of the bible. So, up to a point,
we can know wh§ Moses is in a similar fashion to the way in which we know
who Othello is.

But onée we are concerned in our discourse to talk about Moses as
| someone who really existed, things change. It must be possible for someone
to know who Moses was in an (a) type situation when Moses was alive. In
the paradigm case, them would have had him in view. Pointing to him,
they would have been able to.say, correctly, 'He is the q' or'He is the =r'.
Though cases deviating appreciab;y from this paradigm may be envisaged.
For instance, someone could know who P was in an(a) type situation even
where no one ever knew that that man - i.e. someone they could see or hear,
or even, more weakly, remember seeing or hearing - was the so and so.
Imagine that P was a hermit - his mother alone and unconscious during his
birth on a desert island, dying immediately after éiving birth to him. P
lives his life in solitude on the island. After his death, when his corpse
has been devoured by wild animals, passing archeologists discover evidence
that someone lived in a cave on the island., They might correctly be said
to know who P was in an (a) type situation if they said 'That man is the
one who cgrved the pictures of animals in the stones at the top of the hill‘.
It would be true thgt their demonstrative 'that man' would not be causally
involved in any direct fashion with the hermit P himsg}f. But it is
conceivable that there could be a more oblique causal involvement via the
evidence left in the cave, So the demonstrative expression !'that man'
could be used to designate that particular man = the hermit - even thbuéh

they did not have perceptions caused by the bodily presence of the hermit -
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even though they were not in contact, however indirectly, with anyone else
who had such perceptions.

The objector might acknowledge these points for the example of Moses,
etc. But he still might object to the requifement of somekind of causal
contact between God and Theists if they are to know who he is. For, the
objector might contend, God is an extraordinary being with extraordinary
prope:ties, The properties of omnipotence, and of unsurpassability itself
could not, in principle be possessed by more than one being. Thus we have
no possibility of the kind frequently invoked by causal fheorists, that the
'wrong' individual fits the properties that a beligver believes something

“to have, thus turning out on the descriptivist-intentional account to be
the individual of whom or about whom the believer has his belief, even
though there isn't the faintést causal contact between the individual in
qﬁestion and the believef.

Yet if this were the best way of knowing who God is - if the possi-
bility of knowing who God is in an (a) type situation were unavailable,
the case of God would resemble the case of the fictional Othello, or the
case of an abstract object. Whilst God is, of course set apart from all

other existents, and hénoe the unavailabilityrof an (a) type knowing
who - might not be thought to be to his philosophical discredit, it is
a point that should give us pause to think. There is a logical or
categorial difference between e.g. fictional objects and real objects, or
between abstract objects and reﬁl objects, The characterisation of
'categorial difference' is an'abstruse matter. Even without this, however,
it seems obvious to me that God should be more like tables, chairs, human
persons, than like fictional objects and abstract objects. TYet in this
crucial area of ‘knowing who', God, according to our objector, resembles
fictiqnal objects and abstract objects rather than the 'real objectst of

the universe. This alleged feature of God seems to me to give him the

wrong ontological status. To retain the ‘concrete reality' of God, however
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different this may be from all other particulars, we must insist on the
possibility of kmowing who God is in an (a) type situation.

When the Theist knows who God is in an (a) type situation, he knows
something of the form 'God is p', where p is some property. But our study
of trascendence suggesté that there may be difficulties about this. 1If |
the Theist could get by so long as there was one value for p, and it did
not matter much what this was, all would be well. However, maybe more
than one value is required, and maybe these values should involve crucial
properties such as divine goodness. Yet CRB's are limited in respect of
their knowledge and understanding of these properties.

I now argue that this difficulty is not insurmountable. Boer and
Lycan put forward the view that knowing.who someone is always includes a
reference to a purpose - kndwing who someone is for such and such a purpose.
'.esthe question 'who is'? often leaveé us in doubt as to what to say by
way of reply. If our background knowledge about the questioner and the
context of utterance provides no strong clues as to his purpose in asking,
we will inquire 'Why do you want to know'?35 .

If the purpose is locating P, then knowing he is the fourth sén of the
Duke of Puddletown is useless, whilst knowing thaf he is the man in the
kitchen peeling potatoes may do very well. If the purpoée was - to |
ascertain P's family connections - whether he is of common stock, or whether
he is of the ‘'‘quality', then 'He is the fourth son of the Duke of Puddletown®
may be fine.

For yhat purposes does the Theist require to know who God is?

Certainly not to 'locate' him, if God is thought of as omnipresent. The
broad purposes of the Theist seem to be worship and prayer. What is it,
then, to know who God is for the purpose of worship and prayer? It might
be thought that knowing just one or two items of the form 'God is p' would
not be sufficient; that a CRB, to knpw who God is for the purposes in

question would have to know all that must be true of God if he is to be an
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unsurpassable being. And since this is impossible, because an
unsurpassable being must be mysterious, CRB's could not know who God is
for the purpose of worghip, and hence could not worship.

This line of thought may be countered as follows: in the last .section
of Chapter 2 I concluded, it is true, that the worshipper must think of
the object of his worship as unsurpassable, Suppose, then, that to know
who God is requires the worshipper to know that he is unsurpassable,

Whilst this would mean that the worshipper must know that the object of

his worship has a certain nature in virtue of which he is unsurpassable,

it does not follow thatlthe worshipper is required to have detailed

knowledge of all the aspects of that nature. Perhaps the CRB could

acquire the belief that God is unsurpassable, with séme appropriate causal
link between God and that CﬁB, in a way which did not involve the CRB in
acquiring true and accurate beliefs about the entire divine nature and
'concluding! that the object of his worship, in virtue of such a nature was
unsurpassable. I do not think, then, that there is any goéd reason to

think thaf there is a sense of 'knowing vho' from.which a CRB is barred

when confronted with the case of a mysterious God, a limitation which would
prevent worship. In the following chaﬁter; howe&er, I will need to consider
the difficulties attached to answering the distinct question - what is it to.
know who God is fér the purpose of joint worship - and, more generally, what
is it to know who God is for the purpose of being able to think of others

as worshipping the same Gdd as I am.

I have argued in this chépter that if a causal element is built into the
account given of the eipressions 'about' and 'of' in the context of utterances
and beliefs of or about God, fhen no intractable philosophical problems are
posed by God's epistemological transcendence. I have also argued that
though there may be sensesin which Theists do not "know who God is", if,
for instance, knowing who is understood as knowing all about someone,'there

is no good reason to think that Theists cannot “know who God is" for the
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purposes of worshipping him and praying to him, even if he is

epistemologically transcendent.
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CHAPTER SIX
TRANSCENDENCE AND BELIEF

1. INTRODUCTION

I suggested in Chapter 3 that an unsurpassable being would to some
extent be beyond the powers of CRB's to describe him. In the present
chapter, one of my aims is to defend the philosophical respectability of
CRB beliefs concerning such ineffable aspects of God - that is, to defend
and acéounf for the possibility of beliefs which cannot be expressed in

language. Let me first explain why I think that this is important for the

- Theist.

If a community of Theists were restricted to the possession of beliefs
aﬁout God which were in principle expressible in a language mastery of
which CRﬁ's were .capable, such beliefs might well be insufficient to enable
CRB's to view each other as worshipping, or even discussing, the same being.
A parallel situation might bé two hunters, H{ and H2 discussing lions: H1
discusses lion 11, and H2 discusses lion 12. It might in fact be true
that both H1 and H2 have beliefs of or about a certain 1ion_Leo, and that
both H1 and H2 are speaking of, or about, that certain lion Leo, where ‘'of!
and 'about' are occurfing in their strpngest sensé; as discussed in the last
chapter. There would be causal links of an appropriate character between
Leo and Hi, and betweén Leo and H2, etc. But it may well be thought that
for H1 to iegard H2 as discussing, and as having beliefs concérning the same
lion as he isldiscussing and has beliefs concerning, H1 must see H2 as having
a number of beliefs of the form 'The lion in question is whatever it is that
is p, whafever it is that is q', etec. = beliefs which H1 himself has. H2
must see H1 in similar fashion.Without a sufficient number of shared lion
Vbe}iefs, it may be argued, H1 and H2'might never be éble to see each other
assthinking and.speaking of the sanme lion,_éven if they are in fact doing 80.

An objection to this line of argument is the following, It could be
contended that just one shared belief of the form ‘'The lion is whatever it is

that is p' would do, so long as p was selected from a certain group of
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properties. [Examples from this group would be: '~ is whatever it is that
I saw by the river at midday yesterday'; - is whatever it is that I heard
devouring a carcass in the thicket at 10 o'clock téis morning', etc. An
important feature pf this group of properties is that they have causal
elements built into them, if we accept a causal theory of perception. And
given this, it might be argued, should Hi and H2 share just one of these
beliefs, they could each feel justifiably sure that the other was thinking
of and speaking of the same lion, in the strongest senses of 'about' and 'of!'.

The objection might go on to concede that without a shared belief from this
special group, H1 and H2 would need to share a reasonable number of beliefs
of the form 'The lion is whatever it is that is p'e.

Unfortunately, even if this would do in the case of the hunters and the
lion, it will not do for a community of Theists. For apparently analogous
properties of God to '~ is whatever it was that I saw by the river yeaterday';
though (perhaps) available, do not pull off the same trick. Suppose that
Theist A believes that the being he is discussing is 'Whatever it was that I
encountered yesterday while watching the beautiful sunset', and takes it that
the 'encounter' involves some kind of causal influgnce of the object of his
encounter on his, Theist A's beliefs. Suppose that Theist B believes the
same kind of fhing, apd that each are aware of the other's belief, Now the
obvious difference‘between this and the lion case is that thé lion property
could only be possessed by one lion, and each huht;r will know this. But
there is nothing about '= is whatever it is that I encountered yesterday
while watching the beautiful éunset', which guarantees that only one being
possesses such & property - and i cannot see that either Theist could suppose
otherwise.

It might well be that both Theists encounter the one and only
unsurpassable being, in some sense of 'encounter' whilst watching the sunset,
that God caused them to have certain beliefs, and that both now are in the

general state of being able to have beliefs and to make statements of, or
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about God in the strongest senses of 'about' and 'of'. But taken alone,
their belief that God is whatever being it was that they encountgred
yesterday does not justify either of them in thinking that the other is
thinking of speaking of the same being.

The suggestion could be made at this point that Theist A might believe
that the being about whom he is talking is - both whoever he encountered
yesterday whilst looking at the sunset, and is omnipotent. Theist B
might have a similar belief. If so, the suggestion might continue, it
would be perfectly reasonable for A to take B as having beliefs about and
making statements about the very same being about whom A is makiﬁg statements
and having beliefs, It would also be reasonable for B to make the same
move vis a vis A. For (we will continue to assume) it is logically
impossible for two omnipotént beings to exist at one and the same time -
and we may impute an understanding of this point to both A and B. Hence,
the present suggestion might éonclude, fhis is as far as we now need to
proceed with the question of what beliefs are required for A and B to see
each other as worshipping one and the same God. We need not, for instance,
worry about whether A and B have toshare, knowing;y, beliefs that they do not
fully understand or beliefs that they are unable to express, and so on.

Now in response to this suggestion, I would agree that if A is able to
see B as believing that the being about whom he is talking (etc) is both
‘whoever it was that he encountered yesterday whilst gazing at the sunset,
and whoever it is that is omnipotent, then, if A has similar beliefs about
a certain being, it is very reasonable for A to see B as talking (say) about
that same certain being. And vice versa. But I would want to contend
that A cannot properly interpret B as believing that the being he encountered
‘on the previous day (etc) is whoever it is that is omnipotent in.;ég;g};gg.
Theist A would also need to be able appropriately and intelligibly, to see
B as having a number of other beliefs about the being in question as well.

I would want to claim that we cannot be wholly precise about the required



150
extent 6f.these further beliefs, and hence we do after all need to go on and
worry about whether Theists are going to havé to have beliefs which they
cannot wholly understand, or beliefs which they are in principle unable to
express. Let me explain.

Ve must think cf the matter from, say A's point of view. A tries
to atitribute tq B beliefs according to some ‘principle of humanity'. Very
probably on such a principle, A will try to attribute to B beliefs for
vhich B apparently thinks he has some grounds or justification; he will
interpret B as having beliefs also which apﬁarently cohere with B's other
beliefs - at least for the most parte Now in what circumstances would it
be appropriate and intelligible for A to interpret B as believing that B's
encountered object is omnipotent? It is easy to imagine circumstances in
which A can appropriately interpret B as having beliefs that the object of
his encounter is ver& powerful indeed. Such circumstances might be, for
example, circumstances in whidh he_can appropriately interpret B as believing
that his encounter had such and such experienced features.

We need not, I think, engage in discussion of the precise definition of
omnipotence; let us assume that there is a degree of power that m;y be
possessed‘by a being that could not be exceeded; and that an unsurpassable
being would possess this, or as much of it as would be compatible with the
rest of his naturé. Omnipotenceinthis sense would (of course) be a much
more extreme attribute than the-attribute of being very powerful.

It is very difficult to see what experienced features of an encounter,
taken alone, would lead B. to;believe with any justification that the objeet
of his encounter was omnipotent, and not just very powerful indegd,So A
could not really make any sensible imputation to B of £he belief that B's
encountered object was omnipotent and not just very powerful indeed, if A
were relying solely on what B apparently got from his encounter. And,
anticipating argument td come, it would scarcely be enougﬁ eithexn should A

grasp that B is disposed to say 'God is omnipotent' or even that B is
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disposed to 'assent inwardly' to the proposition that God is omnipotent,
for A to interpret B appropriately as believing that the 6bject of his
encounter (whom he calls God) is omnipotent. Surely A must suppose B to
have other beliefs in addition about the object of his encounter, for A
appropriately to interpret B as having the belief that his encountered
object is omnipotent and not just very powerful indeede I will spend a
little time developing this point.

Believing that the object of his encounter is omnipotent is probably,
for B, believing roughly that the object of his encounter has as much power
as.it is possible to have, It is believing that the encountered object has
a degree of power that is unsurpassable. (Most theists, and we will assume
that A énd B are part of this majority, will not have in mind a good philo-~
sophical account of omnipotence when they believe that the object of their
worship is omnipotent). ’

What are the circumstancés, then, in which A may appropriately interpret
B's words and actions as expressions of a belief in the omnipotence of his
eﬁcountered object, as opposed to the expression of a belief that his
encountered object is very powerful indeed? It seems to me that A needs
in addition a justification for interpreting B as having a ggﬁeral belief
in the unsurpassability 6f his encountered object. If B has such a general
belief, then A caﬁ see this belief of B as influencing what belief B has
about the degree of power possessed by his encountered object. 3ut of
course, we need also to consider the nature of the circumstances in which
it is appropriate for A to inferpret B as having this general unsurpassa-
bility belief. Again anticipating to some extent argument to come later
it would scarcely be enough should A grasp that B is disposed to gay 'God
is unsurpassable', or even inwardly to assent to the proposition that»God
is unsufpassable. A needs in fact to see B as having a number of beliefs
about the nature of his encountered/worshipped object, from which B pén

see himself as 'moving' with some justification to the belief that the object
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is unsurpassable. B will have a sort of bi-partite belief structure in
his mind, the elements of which provide each other with mutgal support.
(Hopefully the whole edifice has in the end independent support also).
B's belief about the nature of his encountered/worshipped object prompts
him to believe that the object is unsurpassable. But at the same time the
process is also working the other way. B's general belief in the
unsurpassability of his encountered/worshipped objeét influences some of
the detailed beliefs he has about the object's intrinsic nature,

I do not think that we can lay down just how comprehemnsive pmust be the
corpus of belief that A sees B as having, before A can see B has having a
fully fledged belief that the object of B's worship is unsurpassable. A
would probably take.the view that unlimited comﬁrehensiveness is ruled out
by God's transcendence. Tﬁe point is, however, that unsurpassability stems
in part from aspects of God which cannot be captured in language. Though
we cannot pronounce concluéivély on the matter, saying that if A is
precluded from seeing B as having‘beliefs concerning those ineffable aspects
of God, then A cannot see B as believing that the object of B's worship is
unsurpassable, it surely would be a disturbing result for the Theist if it
could be shown a priori that any attempt to interpret . a fellow theist as
having an inexpressible belief would be doomed to failure. If we could
achieve some’grasb of just how it might be that A could see B as having
in expressible beliefs about God, this would be; ét the very least,to do
something towards defgnding the possibility that A regard B as worshipping
the same God as A, even ;f that God is epistemologically transcendent,

For Tﬁeists to be able to regard each other, then, as ﬁorshipping the
same God, they must consciously share a substantial number of beliefs about
his nature. It follows that each Theist must have a reasomable number of
beliefs about the divine nature to share at all - even if these beliefs
cannot cover in a comprehensive fashion all aspects of the divine nature,

It would not be possible to restrict the area of the divine nature covered
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by such CRB beliefs to that which is entirely within the understanding
capacities of CRB's for two reasons, Firstly, because, as we have seen
we cannot draw clear lines between aspects of the divine nature which are
comprehensible and aspects which are incomprehensible. Secondly, because
a central aspect of God, namely his goodnéss, about vwhich CRB's surely will
have some kind of beliéfs,does not lie wholly within the compass of CRB
understanding, as we saw in Chapfer 3. The second task of this chapter,
then, will be to examine how far God's incomprehensibility precludes belief.
I hope to éhow that at least some of the'barriers we have discovered to
understanding the divine nature are not barriers in quite the same way to
the having of beliefs about those aspects of the divine nature.

Thus the work of this chapter takes the following form. In sections
2 and 3 I embark upon a general discussion of’the concept of belief, out of
which I develob a loose dispositional account of belief, which I try to show
is compatible with the existehce of inexpreFSible beliefs. In section 41
-distinguish between different kinds of incomprehensibility, arguing that
whilst some kinds do preclude belief as I understand it, others do not, and

that not all the understanding failures to which the Theist is destined fall

into the former category.
2. THE NATURE OF BELIEF

Consider 'Joﬁes believes that p'. Let us exclude from discussion any
of the possible truth conditions for this sentence which are Ytransparent!',-
'de re', or whatever, taking in features of the world distinct from‘Jones in
addition to something about iongs himself, I+t is then natural to think that
there is also a truth condition for this sentence which purely concerns itself
with Jones; that this sentence may be true just when Jones is in a certain
kind of state, a state which disappears when Jones no longer believes‘that Pe
It is equally natural to think of this state as something of which Jones can,
at least in principle, be aware. Traditionally, such a belief report would

be characterised as reporting Jones attitude to a proposition. The
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implication is that when Jones has an attitude, he is in a certain gtate.
When his attitude changes, he undergoes a change of state. (I will follow
Armstrong's usage of the expression 'state' to mean - the possession of a
property for a certain length of time - the property being non-relational
and such that 'there is some classification of the object relative to which
the state is an accidental or‘changeable feature of the objedt'1).

Now if Jones has an attitude to a proposition - or indeed any kind of
attitude at all, it must surely be possible in principle for him to be
introspectively aware that he has this attitude. If not, we could scarcely
understand what it would mean'to attribute an attitude to him. (If I
am barred from introspéctive access to my unconscious attitude A, this
arises from the contingent nature of my psyche, I would contend that I
am not barred in principle fromaccess to A. An alternative way of looking
at this is to say that 'X has an unconscious attitude A' only speaks in a

- certain way of behaviour pattérns to be expected from X, and that this
represents a considerable divergence, say on the part of the Freudian,
from the orthodox meaning of 'attitude').

- For tﬁe Theist who espouses the possibility of inexpressible beliefs,
this 'natural’ view of belief presents problems. For on the 'natural' view
of belief we are characterising, when Jones has an inexpressible belief, he
must still have a-certain attitude to a certain proposition, which will
involve him in beiné in a certain type of state.' On the natural view,
Jones oﬁght in principle to be able to be introspectively aware of this
state - of his having the said attitude to the said proposition. .But some
account of in what introspective awareness would consist, were it to occur,
is required. Could Jones 'have the proposition in mind', or 'entertain the
proposition'? It might, for example be suggested that he could somghow
employ private mental imagery - visual or auditory imagery, for example, to
‘represent' the proposition in his mind. But if he could in some such way

employ imagery to 'represent' the proposition in his mind, when enjoying
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introspective access to his having the appropriate attitude to the

proposition, it isfery difficult to understand how it could be that, at

the same time he might be unable in principle to employ verbal representa-

tion in any CRB language mastery of which, in priqciple he is capable,
whether 'mentally' or orally. In sum, the point is this. If Jones can
have intrbsPective access to his having an attitude to a proposition, there
must at least in principle be some way in which he could ‘'represent' that
proposition in his mind. But if he could in principle so 'represent! the
proposition, it is very difficult to see how at the same time that
proposition could be inexpressible in principle in any CRB language.

Accordingly, in this section, I want to argue against the'natural!
view of belief characterised above. In brief, the view says that when
Jénes believes that p, he has an attitude to a specific proposition - he
has a belief with a certain specific content; the having of this attitude
is his being in a certain typé of state; he in principle can be
introspectively aware that he is in that type of state. If Jones believes
that p, and Brown believes that p, then their beliefs on this view have the
same content; however much they may differ from each other in other ways,
thej will at least resemble each other in both being in a certain kind of
state. If Jones believes that p at t, and later, at-t + 1 also believes
that p, then whatéver else has changed, he is in a certain type of state at
t + 1 which is the same type of state that he was in at t. |

I argue first against the claim that Jones believing that p can be
identified with Jones being in a certain state of type @. (I will refer to
this claim as realism about specific belief ascriptions). I try to expose
the weakness of the undoubted psychological motivation that exists for
making such an identification. Secondly, I argue against the view that
beliefs have a specific content - a view more than suggested by the presence
of the word 'proposition' and a view which is closely associated with realism

about specific belief ascriptions. If the 'natural' view of belief can be
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shown to be untenable, then the way is open for consideration of an
alternative view which would not preclude the having of inexpressible
beliefs.

Before objecting to realism about belief ascriptions, we need to
understand more clearly what it is, and the motivation of those who adhere
to ite I begin with an example which does not involve bel%ef, whose
realist character is pretty evidents 'X is cubical' is true, if it is
true, of an object in virtue of a certain three-dimensional property of
that object - in virtue of that object being in such and such a type of
state - i.e. a state of being cubical, The essence of a realist concep-
tion af 'X is cubical'! in the sense of 'realist' that I want to employ in
this chapter, is .as follows. That state of the object in virtue of which,
say, 'X is cubical' is true; is at the same time that state of the object
in virtue of whiéh 'X is not cubical', is false, (The point of this

should, I hope, become clear fairly soon).

2 that bivalence

I disagree with the view formerly held by Dummett,
is a mark of realism., Strictly, my view is that bivalence may be a
sufficient condition for realism, but is not a necessary condition. The
reason for my disagreement that I want to mention.here concerns the
essential vagueness of some empirical predicates. Imagine a series of
colour shades = a;b,c,d,e,f,g, etc., in which the shades next to each
other are observationally indistinguishable, whilst the shades at a
distance from each other are observationally distinguishable. Imagine
also that the distance from a to g is sufficient for 'a is red' to.be true,
and for 'g is red' to be false., Then as realists we say that there is
something about a in virtue of which 'a is red' is true, and there is
something about g in virtue of which 'g is red' is false, But there will be
shades in betyeen - perhaps ¢ and 4 of which it is neither true that they

are red, nor false that they are reg:_ If we tried, in a Fregean spirit,

to tighten up the predicate ' - is red' so that,say, shades up to and
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including d were red, whilst‘shades after that were not red, we would in
fact be changing the sense of our present predicates Furthermore, there
are reasons for supposing that the tightening up manoewre could not, in
principle succeed3. So we could be realist, for instance about colour
predicates, without insisting that, of a given shade, it was either true
that it was red, or false that it was red, etc. On a realist view, we may
be able to say of a proposition attributing a given colour to a given shade
that; it is false that the proposition is true, and false that it is false.

Let us now proceed to a realist characteris#tion of (N) tJones believes
that p'. On the realist view, if (N) is true, then 3ones is in a specific
state of a certain typé in virtue of_which it is true, and in virtue of
which 'Jones does not believe that p' is false. At a given time, if we
ask whether or not Jones believes that p, an affirmative or a negative
answer may, on this view, be objectively correct. ' If the affirmative
ansver is correct, this exclu&es thg correctness of the negative answer,
and vice versa. The realist about belief ascriptions might still concede
that at a given time t, there might be no correct answer to the question:
'Does Jones believe that p'? This might be so because of an irremedial
vagueness in the concept of 'believes that p'. It would then be false
that the proposition that Jones believes that p was true, and false that the
said proposition ﬁas false.

A non-realist characterisation of (N) simply denies the realist claim.
At a given time t, it may in some fashion be 'appropriate! (this‘to be
explainéd in the detailed wofking out of the non~-realist theory) to say
'Jones believes that p's But whatever this ‘appropriateness' amounts to,
it does not rule out the poséibility that in principle, at least, it would
be just as 'appropriate' for Jones or someoné else, at that time ¢, tp
claim that Jones does not believe that p. A realist prejudice, which I
shortly attempt to undermine, grounds our language about belief; in
consequence we may well feel at this point that-the~non-rea1ist accopnt

sketched here 'must' be wrong; that if it is ‘appropriate! to say that
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Jones believes that p at t, then anyone who denies this is straight-
forwardly coﬁtradiéting the first assertion.

Why shoild we be realists about belief ascriptions? As I say, common
idiom clearly indicates that we are. *I used to believe in God but I no
longer do so' suggests a persisting state of mine, which has now vanished.
'Tthdiscovered that Jones believed that his son was dea@ though Jones
himself claimed to believe that his son was still alive'. This suggests
that 'Jones believes that his son is dead' is true in virtue of some state
of Jones. 'Only Jones knows what he really believes' once more suggests
that there is a state of Jones in virtue of which such and such belief
ascriptions will be tr@e; this time, the implication being that Jones is
the best authority as to the nature of these states.

I want to suggest that our psychological motivation for realism about
belief ascriptions rests on an analogy we assume to exist between belief
ascriptions and péin ascriptibns, or ascriptions of other mental states of
which we are 'directly aware's I will first explain this, and then argue
that it is merely psychological - that the motivation it provides ué is not
soundly based,

Many belief ascription realists would, I think, be happy to compare
*Jones believes at p' with 'Jones is in pain', Now realism for pain
‘ascriptions is suiely correcte. 'Jones is in pain' is true of virtue of
some type of state of Jones; also in virtue of his being in that type of
state, 'Jones is not in pain' is false'. We do not say that, no matter
what type of state Jones is in, either he is in pain or he is not in pain,
for there may be essentially vague borderlines between pains and itches,
vains and tickles, etc, Wevfeel especially certain of realism for pain
ascriptions since we can know in our own case that we are in pain. if, at
t, Jones is in pain, he can know 'directly' that he is, Our conviction
thatrwe have direct and certain access to states of being in pain,_etc. means

that we can almost literally feel the impossibility of the joint truth, of
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'] am in pain' and 'I am not in pain'.

The 'directness' of our eccess here is important, and yet this
expression is notoriously difficult. Accor@ingly, I will speak, instead
of 'direct'! and 'indirect', of 'mediate' and 'immediate' objects of .
avareness - conscious mental stapes such as being in pain falling,Abf
course, into the "immediate' category. I follow Frank Jackson in making
the immediate/ﬁediate distinction in tems of the 'in virtue of' relation.
(See Chapter 5, section 3 for brief remarks on this). Jackson defines a
mediate object of perceétion for a person S at time t as occurring if and
only if S sees x at t, and there is a y such that (xfy) and S sees x in
virtue of seeing y. 4And he explains that an immediate object of perception
is one that is not mediate4. I shall assume that it is legitimate to.
generalise from Jackson's 'berception' to a more unspecific 'awareness' which
can include perception.

Pain, then, on this dfinition, can be an immediate object of 'perception’
or awareness; I need not be aware of my pain in virtue of beiné aware of
something else. I could perhaps become aware that I was in pain in virtue of
ny beiné aware of something else; pain could in principle be on occasion a
mediate object of awareness for me. But this woﬁld be exceptional, So
Jones, say, cagfimmediately aware of that in virtue of which 'Jones is in
'pain' is true; he can, as it were, inspect directly the condition that
mekes 'Jones is in pain' true, and 'Jones is not in pain' false. Belief
realists may well think that having an attitude towards a proposition, this
character}sed as some. kind of state of the individﬁal believer to which he .
has introspective access and for th; existence of which he is the best |
authority, is like being in pairn. They think that Jones, say, can inspect
directly the condition that mekes 'Jones believes that p' true. It must be
admitted that theré is some sense in which we can, on occasion, know in our
_own case whether or not we believe that p. So if the realist account of

belief ascriptions is wrong, then a non-realist account of 'knowing in ny
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own case that I believe that p' must be forthcoming. But first, we must
examine the objections to the realist account, | |

I am going to argue that one difference between pain and.belief is
that I cannot be immediately aware that I believe that p; I can only be
mediately aware that I believe that p. Whereas I can be immediately aware
that I am in pain. Now I can, of course, be immediately aware of a
conscious féeling of conviction that p, or of gssent to the proposition
that p. But it will be my contention that feelings of conviction, and the
like, cannot be identified with beliefs, and hénce, though I can of course
become aware on occasion that 1 believe that p in virtue of being aware of
feelings of conviction;'etc. this awareness will not be an immediate
awareness, A

If believing that p were identical with having é conscious feeling of
assent, then whilst asleep or unconscious, I would no longer believe that p,
or alternatively, would belie&e that p in some other sense, Thié is a
standard point;. it would be highly implausible to claim either that I do
not believe things when unconscious, or to claim that I do believe things
when unconscious, but in some other sense than thg sense in which I believe
things when conscious.

Further, if believing that'p were jdentical with having a conscious
‘feeling of aséent; then it would be impossible for me to have that feeling
of assent, and yet not believe that p. But this is not in fact impossible
at all. Consider the following. Af time t I feel convinced that I believe
that the.gun in my hand is lbaded; I have immediate introspective knowledge
of my feelings of assent to the proposition in question. At a later time
t+1 I find myself, as it were, though retaining my feelings of conviction,
deciding to perform one or more actions whiéh are such that, given the rest
of my stock of beliefs at t+1, and my intentions at t+1, I wou;d not perform
those actions if I 'really’ believed at t+1 that the gun in my hand was

loaded. At t+1, I intend to shoot Jones, and I have the appropriate stock
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of beliefs about the properties of guns, human su;ceptibilities to death
from penetration by bullets, and that Jones is a few feet away from me.
Given all this, if I 'really' believed at t+1 that the gun in my hand was
loaded I would pull the trigger; yet at t+1 I take out ammunition and try
to load the gun. A number of accounts of my situation over the period ¢
to t+1 might be true; I will sketch two.. On the first account, I never
believed even at t that the gun in my hand was loaded; my subsequent actions
'show! this; on such an account, I might think that feelings of conviction
that p were a good guide as to whether I had the belief that p, but that
sometimes I had these feelings even when I did not in fact believe, and I
might conclude that in this instance I made a mistake at time t about what
I believed. On a second account, I could say that I have changed my mind
since t; at t I really did-believe that the gun in my hand was loaded, but
at t+1 I no longer believe that p. Surely, it is logically possible that
either one or the other of these two accounts should be true. And it seems
to follow from the mere logical possibility that the first account is correct,
that a feeling of assent to p cannot be identical with a belief that p.
This point may be reinforced by making remarks wh;ch echo Kripke on the
necessity of the identity of Hesperus and Phosphofuss. If a certain state
,vbf mine, which is, as a matter of fact my believing that p, is identical
with a certain conscious feeling of assent, then this is not a matter of
contingent fact. It is not logically possible'for this particular state
to be distinct from my conscious feeling of assent., Yet the truth of the
first account of the situation portrayed above would mean that my conscious
feeling of assent would be distinect from that certain state of mine which
was, as a matter of fact my believing that p. |

Once we get away from the idea that I have immediate access to the .
truth condition of 'I believe that p' in the same kind of way as I nave
access to the truth condition of 'I am in pain', one ps&chological motive

for realism about belief ascriptions hﬁé gone. The ground is prepared for
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examining some more definite objections to belief ascription realism, and
I turn now to the first of these, There seem to be imaginable situations
in which I can both believe that I believe that P, and believe that I do
not believe that p, at one and the same time. On the realist view, both
of my second-order beliefs cannot be true; at best one of them can be
true, I want to suggest that both of my second order beliefs could at
least be"appfopriate'.

Suppose that from t1 to tn I think I lack the belief that Smith is
the murderer; perhaps I think this because, on each occasion within this
period when I consciously think about whether Smith is the murderer, I
feel that I do not asSeﬁt to the proposition 'Smith is the murderer'.
But suppose also that throughout the same period I feel frightened when I
see Smiths I feel I do nof want my daughter to marry him, even though
before trI was quite happy about this. Ever since ¢, whenever I have seen
Smith I have panicked and run away from him. So, when I dwell on my state
of mind with respect to 'Smith is the murderer' I believe that I do not
have the belief that Smith is the murderer. When, on the other hand, 1
focus on my other emotional feelings and on some of my actions, I believe
that I do believe that Smith is the murderer. i could switch from one to
the other within the period of time that we could call the specious present;
to all intents and purposes it looks as though at one time I could both
believe 'correctly' that I believe that p, and believe 'correctly' that I
do not believe that pe The realist does not want this, since, according
to him, ?hen I believe that p, I am in a specific state of a certain type,
in virtue of which 'I believe that p' is true, and in virtue of which'l do
not believe that p!' is falée.

The belief ascription realist has a possible account of the situation
as sketched above. He could claim that the presence of both the feeiings
of conviction, and the conflicting fears, propensities to certain kinds of

actions, and so forth, would be a sign or symptom that I neither believed
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that Smith was the murderer, nor did not believe that Smith was the
murderer. . My underlying doxastic state, he might maintain, would be in
a kind of no mans land - objective enough, but just not something in virtue
of which '; believe that Smith is a murderer' would be true, and 'I.do not
believe that Smith is a murderer' false.

All I want to do is to urge that it is at least possible that the
non-realist account is the correct one. After all, were I to have the
state of mind with respect to 'Smith is the murderer' alone, without the
other feelings of fear, and propensities to such and such actions as
described above, then I would have little hesitation in claiming that I
did not have the belief that Smith is the murderer. Were I to f1il to have
such a state of mind with respect to 'Smith is the murderer', and were I
also to have the fears and fropensities to actions as descrided, I, or a
third party, might reasonably ascribe to me the belief that Smith is the
murderer. The fact that it seems at least intelligible that both of my
second order beliefs about whether I believed that Smith was the murderer,
might appropriately be ascribed to me at one and the same time counts
against realism about specific belief ascriptions.

The second objection to the realist account Qf belief ascriptions is
that it has difficulty in providing a satisfactory account of what the
states of the peréon concerned are supposed to be. We have already seen
that identification of the having of a specific belief with a conscious
state of mind will not do; but of course there aré other options open.
-There are ‘realist! versions of dispositional theories of belief; I now
want to spend a little time in making some critical observations about them.
My main stalking horse will be Armstrong in his 'Belief, Truth and Knowledge'.

In a realist dispositional theory of belief, the having of the belief
is identified with the state which underlies the disposition to behave in
such and such ways. A comparison is made with the dispositional properties

of substances, such as the solu bility of salt in watere A given piece of
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of salt may never get itself‘dissolved.throughout its life history.
Nevertheless, we still may say correctly that it is solu ble, and the
sense of our assertion may be regarded as being composed of two components.
The first of the components consists of the truth of certain conditionals.
The antecedents of thex -conditionals mention possible states of affairs
involving the sélt being immersed in water. The consequents state whether,
and how fast, étc. the salt will dissolve in the water. The subject matter
of the second of the components consists of the underlying state of the salt
which explains the conditionals of the first component being true of the
salt; this underlying state consists of occurrent non-relational properties
of the salt - viz. certain aspects of its atomic, molecular and chemiecal
composition.

The idea of undérlying'states is transferred by Armstrong to belief:
the sense‘of a belief ascription can in the same way be regarded as being
composed of two components. The first component is a set of conditionals.
Presumably (and I now no longer follow Armstrong) in the antecedents are
specified (say) Jonmes' other beliefs, his intentions, and the physical
circumstances of his body. The conseqﬁeﬁts statg wh;t he will do. Now
the nature of the second component - the underlyiﬁg state of the person
which explains why it is that the conditionals of the first component do
indeed hold, seems to me to be problematics. Armstrong would wish to talk
of neurophysiological states and properties, and possibly of events with
such properties; a dualist might wish to talk of 'mental' states which
were not 9onscious states. If we took Armstrong's line, however, we could
scarcely speak of just one type of state explaining the set of conditionals
involved in believing that p; there.would surely be very many types of
neurophysiological states which could explain a particular set of
conditionals, even within one and the same person. And if we think of
several people ‘'having the same belief' we would not necessarily expect,

as neurophysiologists, to discover, on investigating their brains, that they
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were all in the same type of state; on the flimsy evidence we have at
present, it seems that there will be many types of state which could
underly' say, believing that p. In short, a type-type state identity
theory looks very implausible. If we were going for an identity theory,
and attempting to express it in terms of states (this may well not be a
good move~ an event identity theory might be a better bet, but it is
states and préperties with which I am concerned in the present discussion),
we would do better to attempt a token~token state identity theory.
According to this, a:particular token state of Jones - from say t to t+1
would be identified with a particular instance of his believing that p,
which took place from t to t+i.

On such a ;iew, we have moved a long way from the initially
characterised realism aboutAbelief ascriptions; we have a multitude of token
physical states, explaining the truth of conditionals concerning behgviour,
in virtue of which 'Jonés believes that p' can be true; also, given the
variety of brain constitution, etc. from one individual to another, a token
state of Jones when he believes that p need resemble not at all the ﬁoken
state of Smith when he believes that p. We would seem to have lost any.~—
way of accounting for what is common to Jones and'Smith when they both believe
that p, or what is common to Jones at t, and at t+{ should he both believe
that p at t and at t+1.

All this, of course, is only if one insists on a psycho-physical
identity theory, as Armstrong would seek to do. One might instead, insist
that men@gl properties and states could not be identified with physical
states in any fashion. A dualist might allow tpat the-possession of mental
properties was supervenient upon the possession of physical properties, but
maintain the distinctness of the kinds of properties. - (Iunderstand the
term 'supervenient!' ip a standard way: if p type properties are supervenient
upon q type properties, then if two objects do not diverge in respect of

their q properties, then they cannot diverée with respect to their p
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properties; if two 6bjects differ in their p properties, then they must
diverge in respect of their q properties., The modal force of 'cannot'
and 'must' will depend on the area of theory to which the notion of
supervenience is being apﬁlied. In meta-ethics, for instance it has
sometimes been thoughtof as a metaphysical or even logical necessity,
whilst in philosophical psychology, it is arguably a weaker modality that
is concerned, where the necessity would be 'nomological' or 'physica1'6).
Such a dualist, then, might still hold that there was a type of mental
state common to all those times when Jones believed that p, and that there
wvas a type of mental state common to Jones and Smith when they both
believed that p. Such a mental state need not be thought by the dualist
to be & conscious state.

The dualist's reasons for holding such a fealism, if derived from
alleged introspective access to belief states, do not conviqce, as I have
already argued. His reasons may rather derive from a consideration of
the conditiogals governing the behaviour of the believer. If so, I now
argue that such reasons will not be good reasons. Armstrong is well aware
of the differences between dispositional properties such as solu bility or
bfittleness, and the property of believing tﬁat p; even if the latter is in
some sense a dispositional property. - There is, for example, only one type
of manifestation bf brittleness -~ the cracking or breaking of the mateiial
concerned. There is only one type of manifestation of solu bility ~ the
dissolving of the material in the aﬁpropriate solvent. But given the kind
of antecedent which might belspecified in a conditional which is supposed
to be true of Jones when he believes that p, virtually any kind of behaviour
may figure in the consequent; virtually any kind of behav;&ur can manifest
& particular belief. The only unifying factor of a set of actual and/or
possible manifestations of a belief that p, is that they do manifest the
belief that p. Armstrong would want to identify the beliéf that p with

the state which underlies these manifestations. He thinks it is possible
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for there to be first person access to the occurrent state underlying the
disposition, even if that occurrent state is not a conscious state. But
we have found no compelling reasons to postulate such a state, and some
objections to such a postulatipn.

So far I have focussed on the word 'state' as it appears in the
characterisation of belief that p as an attitude of an individual towards
the proposition that p - viz. some kind of state of the individuﬁl believer
to which he has introspective access ahd for the existence of which he is

’the best authority. There is also, however, the question of the
'propositional content' of the belief; the view that beliefs have specific
contents. I now turn to a discussion of this, and argue that there is no
clear sense in which a belief ean have a specific propositional content.

In Armstrong, this iséue comes up in the form of a discussion about
the beliefs of creatures without language. If someone thinks that beliefs
do have a specific content then they clearly require an account of the
content of beliefs of creatures who lack language. I first develop the
matter in my own way, before turning to the way in which Armstrong seeksA
to solve the difficulty.

Suppose we wish to report de dicto (see the.discussion of the last
chapter) the beliefs of a dog. We say, for exgmple, that the dog believes
that the X is @.‘ If we construe this report on a reasonably close analogy
with our de dicto reports of what a person with a langnage bel@eves, it
suggests that we beligve that the 'propositional cogtent' of the dog's
belief is that the X is @; we make no reference to any part of the world
external to the dog, as we believe that world to be. An initial problem

:is immediately evident; whenreporting a person's beliefs de dicto, we
assume, or even make explicit if necessary, that the propositional cone

- tent of that person's belief is that which would be expresged Ey a form
of words that-the'beligver_would accept as an expression of his belief,

In .the case of the dog, we are going to have to make a lame remark to the
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effect that if our de dicto report of what the dog believes is ‘'correct!',
then if it had been the case that the dog understood language, it would
bhave accepted, for example, 'The X is @' as an adequate expression of
what it believes. And things get worse, when we reflect, as indeed
Armstrong does, that a necessary condition of understanding 'The X is @'
is the possession of the concept of X, and of @.

Armstroné's examples might help at this point. (1) A dog digs
frantically at the place where he buried a bone; we consider whether it
is appropriate to report the dog de dicto as believing that he has a bone
buried there. (2) The dog rushes to the door on hearing the master's
voice; we consider whether it is appropriate to report the dog de dicto
as believing that his master is at the doox I ywould agree with Armstrong
though some would not, that'the dog lacks our concepts of burying, bone,
"his master, and the door, even though I am not entirely clear about the
notion of 'having a concept', and must rely on an intuitive understahding
of ite So our de dicto report of the dog's belief now includes the curious
counterfactual - had the dog understood language and possessed concepts
which it in fact lacks, it yould have accepted 'The X is @' as an
expression of its belief. We might well now begin to wonder what the force
might be of insisting that the content of the dog's belief is that the X is
0. |

Armstrong's way out is that 'in saying that the dog believes that his
master is at the door, we are, or we should be, attributing to the dog a
belief whose exact content we do not know, but which can be obtained by
substituting salva veritate in the proposition 'That his master is af the
door'7. The implication is that there could be an accurate and correct
de dicto report of what the dog believes, only we do not at present know
what this is, Further scientific inveétigation may possibly reveal it.
The belief report that we do make about the dog, gccording to Armstrong, is

'de re' or 'transparent' - I use scare quotes since I do not use these
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expressions in quite the same way as Armstrong;

S. P. Stich8 in criticising this move of Armstrong claims that, in
effect, a belief report of the general sentential form 'Jones believes
that the X is @' does not possess, as a possible truth condition, the
'de re' condition that Armstrong suggests. Quine's criterion for
transparent or de re belief reports, rightly or wrongly is the possibility
of substituting co-referring expressions for X salva veritate. But
Armstrong's criterion for his 'de re' truth condition is the possibility
of substituting for virtually anything in the belief report sentence salva
veritate, including predicates. On Stich's view, if we take Armstrong's

-1de re' truth condition of the belief report 'Jones believes that the
department chairman is going to audit his class' together with (x) (x is
going to audit Jones class é x has witnessed the birth of a giant panda in

captivity), we can, by substitution, arrive at 'Jones believes that the
department chairman has witnessed the bifth of a giant panda in captivity'.

Needless to say, this is an unfortunate consequence, and suggests that

there is something wrong with Armstrong's notion of a 'de re' belief report.
Stich goes on, wrongly in my opinion, to copgede to Armstrong that
though Armstrong's 'de re' truth condition for beiief reports is not
possible in english, Armstfong has the 'right' to introduce such a truth
condition if he vishes. I am not clear as to the force of 'not possible
in english', and I suggest that Stich should not have made the concession
anyway, since it would not be intelligible to have a 'de re' belief report
truth condition of the kind which Armstrong s?ggests. The point about de
re belief reports of the orthodox type is that when we, as reporters of
someone's beiiefs, think that their belief is about or of a certain
individual, we mayvchoose to report their belief iq sgch a way fhat we
refer to the individual in queétion with an expression which\we beliefe to
denote that individual, whether or not the person whose belief we are

reporting thinks that the expression we use denotes the individual they
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take themselves 'to have a belief about. Now suppose that we wished to
extend the idea of a de re truth condition to properties as well as to
individuals. Imagine, for example, that we think that Jones has a
belief which is about or of & certain individual, N, and about or of a
certain property, @ness. This requires, not only the intelligibility of
supposing that there are individuals in the external world whether or
| not, and howefer they are referred to - a straight-forward and
uncontentious assumption, but also the intelligibility of supposing that
there are certain properties in the world however they are picked out by
speskers, and even if they are not picked out at alls Depending on
precisely how this thesis is expressed, it may well prove controvérsial
in some quarters; but let us, for the sake of discussion, make this
assumption also. So, in dur extended de re report of Jones belief, we
attempt to put not only X, but also @ness outside the scope of the belief
construction, with a result that would go roughly as follows. There is an
individual, X, and a property, @ness, of whom, or about whom, and of which
or about which Jones believes that it has that property. In this extended
de re report, as in the more orthodox type, we need not take into account
the way Jones would refer to the individual he tékes his belief to be about.
Furthermore, we need not, it may be supposed, take into account the
prarticular prediéate Jones would employ to ascribe the property he believes
an individual to possess.

Now my objection to Armstrong's 'de re' belief report, and a fortiori
to Stich's concession, is that even if we can imagine a kind of extended de
fe belief reporting in which we had freedom in the way we referred to the
property concerned in the belief - a freedom which escaped the authority
of the believer himself, and which allowed certain predicate substitutions
salva veritate, this freedom could never extend to the permissabilitj of
‘the substitution of prédicates which were merely extensionally equivalent,

as in Stich's example, where '- is going to audit the class' and 'has
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witnessed the birth of a giant panda in captivity' were regarded as
interchangeable. ' Such freedom is not conmsistent with our understanding
of what it is to report someone's belief.

If we were trying to extend de re belief reporting to properties,
the least we could.do would be to use an expression which we believed
picked out the same property as the one with which the believer was
concerned. Thus, imagine that Jones believes de dicto that Susan's
eyes are the colour of the sky; we believe that there is such a person
as Susan and that she is the neighbour's daughter; in an orthodox de re
belief report we could say that Jones believes that the neighbour's daughter's
~eyes are the colour of the sky. Suppose we also believe that, in this
world at least, ;is the colour the sky' ascribes the same property as
Y- is blue'; then, in our'extended de re belief reporting of Jones belief,
we might say that Jones believes thaf the neighbour's daughter's eyes are blue

It is this kind of extension to de re belief reporting that Armstrong
could have suggeéted. It would :equire,of course, a satisfactory criterion
of property identity - a criterion for telling when two verbally distinct
predicates ascribe the seme property to an individual. Suppose, at least,
for the sake of argument, that such an extension'is legitimate, and we
. could use it to report not only the beliefs of dogs, but the beliefs of
creatures withouf language in general. Would not the intelligibility of
such an extension still depend ulfimately on thé‘possibility of there being
a true de dicto report of the creature's belief, even if we, the reporters,
do not know what it is? I would have thought that it did.

We are still faced, then, with the problem of in what the content of
'a belief which would figure in a de dicto report, would consist, when
considering the case of creatures without 1angﬁage. It might be suggested
that a language C could be developed in which the (say) canine concepts of
master, door,-bone, etc. were expressed, so that‘when we said - had the dog

had a mastery of C, he would have expressed his belief in such and such a
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wey, this would give us an account of the content of the dog's belief.
For, the suggestion might continue, the counterfactual's antecedent is
now no longer bizarre, as was the previous counterfactual considered above,
which involved us in considering what would have been the case had the dog
understood a human language. We now do not have to imagine the dog
transformed, in those seemingly impossible ways required‘foi the dog to
master a humaﬁ langugge; the hypothésis is ﬁe;ely that-the dog articulates
in some primitive linguistic fashion, concepts it already possesses,

But even if we could make sense of all this, it only puts the problem
back a stage, We now have the problem of saying in our language what the
dog language expresses; tﬁe content of our de dicto report must be able -
to reflect in some fashion what the dog would want to 'say'. 7 Ve would
need to be able to say in 6ur language what concepts were had by the dog.
Now we can bring off such a feat fairly easily when the cases of the
'simplest' concepts ére concerned, whose applicatioﬁ may be demonstrated
ostensively - e.g. colour and shape concepts, and the like, But when we
shift no further than to the conceptvof a persisting individual, it is very
difficult to see what it would mean for someone to insist that creatures
without language definitely could possess such a'concept and that they would

_have expressed that concept in their own special language had they possessed
ite Any behavidur that they might manifest towards, for instance, 'Quine's
rabbit', could be seen as manifeéting a 'concept! of aﬁ individual
persisting rabbit, a 'concept' of rabbit states that belong together, a
'conceptj of rabbithqod that manifests itself spatio—tempoially, etc.9
An insistance that such and such a languageless creature possesses a concept
of an individual persisting rabbit as opposed, for example, to the possession
°f,3 concept of rabbit states that belong together, and hence that had that
creature had its own language it would have expressed such and such a belief

- in words involving the concept of an individual persisting rabbit, seems to

have no possible foundation., There seems to be nothing about the creature
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in virtue of which one concépt attribution would be correct, and another

nots I conclude in general that there are peculiar difficulties attaching
to the thought that the beliefs of languageleés creatures can have a sbecific
conent which could be embodied in a de dicto report of such beliefs. Unless
we take the view that languageless creatures do not have full fledged beliefs
(and I do not take this view), this result poses a threat for the general

thesis that beliefs have a specificcontent of a kind which can be captured in
de dicto belief reports.

I turn now to arguments against the idea that there are individual
belief states with specific contents which derive from Quine's work on
indeterminacy and holism. Suppose that the following de dicto belief
report about Philip is 'true'; 'Philip believes that the liberal candidate
will be elected!'. Philip'believes that there is a certain individual who
is a liberal candidate and ﬁho will be electeds Now in order that Philip
believe that a certain individual exists, he must believe, Qmong other
things, that there is someone who is uniquely p, where p is a property.

p cannot be a purely qualitative property, otherwise it will not

individuate the individual as far as Philip is concerned. For Philip to
believe that the certain individual is the one aﬁd only one that is p, he
must (in many cases tacitly) believe that embedded in p is a reference to an
item to which he; Philip is uniquely relateds This relationship may consist
in the item's spatio-temporal relationship to Philip and/or it may involve
Philip's perceptions and memories, So Philip pust believe a number of

other things in order for him to have the particular belief about the liberal
candidate, It would be unintelligible to report Philip as having this
belief, and not as having any other beliefs., The individual beliefs

cannot 'exist' in isolation from other beliefs. Just how many ;ther
beliefs are required is not a question thgf has a clear answer. Fhilip's

beliefs, like everyone elses, come in clusters which are interconnected and

depend on each other, either logically or in ‘'weaker' relations such as
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the inductive relation between evidence and conclusion. Even if Fhilip
has a general belief about a liberal candidate, and not a belief that there
is a certain individual who is the liberal candidate and who will be elected
- the general belief being -~ if there is a liberal candidate then he,
whoever he is, will be elected, such a belief still could not (logically)
be held in isqlation. Philip still requires other beliefs which secure,

so far as he is concerned, at least, the uniqueness of a constituency for

which there might be liberal candidates at all. Furthermore, he must have

beliefs about what elections are and about what it is to be a candidate,
what it is to be gn M.P. and so on. Another examples general beliefs of
the kind which might figure in high level laws of physics make no reference,
it is often said, to particular individuals. But even if this is true, it
is also true (we are told, fith great frequency) that parts of theories are
inextricably interconnected with other parts; it would be impossible to
believe in a certain part of'a theory without having at least some beliefs
about other parts of the theory.

We may refer here to the distinction between epistemological and
ontological holism, It is an ontological holism for which I am arguing
in the case of belief; epistemological holism f&r beliefs would merely say
that we could not know that, say, Jones believed that p independently of
knowing whether Jones also had all sorts of other beliefs, Whereas I am
saying that we cannot isolate the content of any one belief and even think
of it separately from the content of other beliefs., Were there specific
states corresponding to each belief with such and such a content, this
would not then'be s0; one would then have been able to imagine a cluster
of beliefs as being composed, as it were, of its atomic elements - the

individual beliefs each with their specific contents. The version of

holism to which I suscribe appears to indicate that talk of single beliefs

. is a loose way of capturing something about a person - I will say a little

more about this shortly.
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Some philosophers might be disposed to realism about individual belief
ascriptions on the ground that it is reasonable to ascribe to, say Jones,
& belief that p if he says that ; in 'normal' circumstances = 'normal' meaning
not in the course of acting a play - not in a situation where lying might be
expected, etcs There might be problems here in the way of explaining
'normal' satisfactorily, but let us accept this ground for belief ascriptions
for the sake of argument. Now, I think that holism which focusses on the
connections between beliefs about matters of fact, and beliefs about the
meaning of sentences, can provide an argument against realism about

individual belief ascriptions held on the above grounds.

The well-worn point here is that when we attribute a belief to a
speaker on the grounds that he has ufjtered such and such a sentence, we
must at the same time be atfributing to him beliefs about the meaning of the
sentences he uses, among other things. If Jones says 'There is a mountain
in the dining room', this could be seen as a symptom of (1) a belief that
there was a chair (say) in the dining room, plus a mistaken belief about
the meaning of the word 'mountain', (2) a belief that there is a mountain
in the dining room, plus mistsken beliefs about the characteristics of
mountains - perhaps Jones has never seen a real méuntain, and does not
realize that their size would normally preclude his belief being true.
Evidently there afe further possibilities. In order for Jones' éaying
that p to manifest Jones' belief that p, Jones must have other beliefs too -
it would be unintelligible to insist that Jones saying that p could manifest
his belief that p 'on its own'.

An indirect route to realism for individual belief ascriptions could
be had, it might be argued, via the notion of intention'U. The first move
would be to claim that realism for individual ascriptions of inteption is
certainly true. If Joneg intends to unlock the front door there is some

type of state, it might be thought, of Jones in virtue of which 'Jones intends

to unlock the front door' is true, and in virtue of which 'Jones does not
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intend to unlock the front door' is false. VNow if, so the argument
continues, Jones performs action A with intention I, then we can conélude
that he must have such and such a belief about how he is to achieve what
he intends. The plausibility of this may seem to be increased when we
reflect that our knowledge of our intentions can be immediate, unlike our
knowledge of our beliefs., I can know immediately that I intend to shoot
Jones; I do not have to become aware of this in virtue of becoming aware of
any kind of inner feeling or state which is distinet from the intention.

If I point the gun, press the trigger, and shoot Jones, and I have the

..intention of killing Jones, then, so the argument goes, I must believe that
pointing the gun and pressing the trigger is very likely to effect Jones!
death. |

My objection tq this liﬁe of argument is to th9 presence of the word
'must'e If it is insisted upon in all cases, it appears to rule out the
possibility of certain kinds of irrational actions. For example, imagine
that I intend to unlock the front door. I take out the back door key and
attempt to unlock it. A natural inference on the part of someone trying to
understand me, is that I believe that the back doqr key is the front door
key, or that the back door key unlocks both doors; etce But whikt this is
a natural inference it does not have to be 'correct'. I might just be
behaving stupidly - I might be drunk or tired. It is true that drunkeness
or fatigue might induce within me some very strange beliefs, so that I
believe temporarily that the back door key is the front door key, or whatever. °
But equally, it might not; it might not change my beliefs, but merely cause
me to behave in a confused and muddled fashion. I would have standard
beliefs about the key = namely - I believe that it is the back door key,
that it unlocks the back door and not the front - yet I intend to unlock
the front door with it, . The confusion or muddleconsists in an incongruity
of belief vis-a-vis igtention. This incongruity could go even further.
I might not even belieée-that the object I have iﬁ my hand is a key, and

yet still intend to unlock the front door with it. A very peculiar, and
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highly unlikely state of mind, we would all agree, dbut not, I think, to
bé‘ruled out a priori.

The phenomenon might be compared with the possession of incompatible
beliefss I can believe both p and not p - though once I consciously
appreciste my position, I will rapidly give up one, or both beliefs. The
relinquishing of the belief or beliefs need not be an instantaneous process,
however,,espe&ially if I am very tired, drunk, emotionally disturbed, or
vhatever, Similarly, if I am able to dwell consciously and rationally
upon such an incongruity as the above example envisages between belief and
intention, I will relinquish either belief, or intention, or both. But
in situations of fatigue, (etc.) I am not in a position to 'dwell
consciously and rationally' on my situation.

Hence, whilst there ié, of course, an intimate connection between
intentions and certain kinds of belief, the cohneotion is not so intimate
as to prevent me from having on occasion crazy intentions, given the beliefs

I also have. 1In short, there is no easy route from action and intention to

an individual belief ascription which would support the position of the
realist about individual belief asecriptions.

I end this section with one or two remarks éoncerning ny own under-
standing of belief ascriptions. The ascription of a belief to an-animal,
for instance, isicoarse grained. It labels, very crudely, an element in
our explanation (in the case of animals, mainly explanation at the first
level - see Chapter 3); it did such and such an action; it had such and
such a purpose or intention; we say it believed such and such, since
believing such and such, with that intention, explains its action at the
first level. For instance, consider the dogs' action of removing the
contents of the bag and eating them. We consider that the dog's dominant

intention was to get something to eat; hence we say it believed that there

'was something to eat in the bag, since this, together with the intention,

explains the dog's action at the first level. There is a blank space in
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the first level explanation of the dog's removal of the content of the bag,
etec. Once we have assigned a dominant intention to the dog, we fill the
blank space when we ascribe a belief to the dog, but there is no precise
or determinate type of state of the dog in virtue of which this particular
individual belief ascription is true,

I teke a broadly similar view of belief ascriptions to persons. To
say that”'Jonés believes that p' is to make a less than precise gesture at
whatever it is about Jones that (a) together with his intentions‘explﬁins
at the first level his actions,and (b) explains at the second level his
actions, which will involve accounting for his having the intentions which
he in fact has, But the expression 'whatever it is about Jones' does not
refer to a specific state of Joneé corresponding to his belief that é; it
refers, if at all, to Jones total doxastic state (which cannot be viewed as
a set of all the individual types of belief states which go with Jones!
individual beliefs, sinée there are no such things as these individual types
of belief states). This total smte, together with his intentions, explains
Jones actions at the first level and may also help to explain at the second
level too. v

Indeterminacy reigns, in my view, iﬁ the foilowing waye. There is no
one correct answer to the question 'What does Jones believe at time t'?

We can say, for instance, that he believes that p at t, if we can ﬁut this
together with other beliefs we ascribe to him, and add his beliefs to his
intentions, to provide an appropriate first level explanation of his action.
Jones can do no more than this himself, except in the sense that he may
have access to certain data not available to us unless he tells us, He
may, for instance, feel hé knows that p = he ma& feel incliﬁed to assent to
the proposition that p - he may feel disposgd to aay sincerely that‘p, atc.
There may ﬁe more than one possible explanation of Jones acfion that is
plausible, covers all the data, and so on. It may be that accor&ing to a
second explanation, it is not the case that Joneé believes that p at t..

There is an important dispositional element in our ascription to Jones
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of the belief that p. This consists of an indeterminate collection of
conditionals of the kind sketched earlier in the discussion of dispositional
accounts of beliefs such as Armstrong's. Thus, if we tell someone that
Jones believes that p, we are giving them some guide as to tﬁe behaviour
they may expect from Jones, But it is only a guide at all if that someone
has a’fair idea of what else Jones believes, and what his intentions are.
The conditionéls are true of Jones in virtue, perhaps of his totél doxastic
state; the more central members of the set of conditionals (though no
members are essential) concerning themselves with Jones saying that p in
certain circumstances, assenting inwardly to p, etc. So, on many occasions
when Jones is inwardly inclined to assent that p, then, on the present theory,
it will be appropriate for him to claim to believe that p, and it will be
appropriate for an interpréter, if he becomes convinced that Jones inwardly
assents to p, to ascribe to Jones the belief that p.

The loose dispositional theory of belief ascription I'have Just sketched
seems to me to allow for the possibility of inexpressible beliefs in a way
that the realist theories I have attacked on philosophical grounds do not.
The loose theory does not imply that there is a special type of state to go
with a belief that p; it does not impiy, therefdre, that, say Jones, when
he believes that p, must have access in principle to a certain state of his -
a state which is the having of an attitude to a certain proposition - with
- all the problems this involves if Jones' belief is then claimed to be
inexpressible, The loose theory allows that feelings of conviction, etc.
may be ;glevant to whether Jones believes that p, but asserts that it is
not essential that, even in principle, the believer should be able to have
such feelings.

According to the loose theory, some sets of conditionals concerning
(say) Jones' behaviour are 'amenable' to the characterisation 'manifestation
of Jones belief that p', where p may be expressed in some form of words.

On such a theory, there seems to be no reason to deny that other sets of
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conditionals concerning behaviour are also amenable to the characterisation

- 'manifestation of Jones belief that ___' where the belief cannot be

expressed verbally. There must, of course, be something common to those

sets of conditionals which manifest expressible beliefs, and those which

manifest inexpressible beliefs, for us to be prepared to talk of belief

at all in the second case. What is common? Each set of conditionals is

true of Jones, we may suppose, in virtue of his total state at the time
concerned, Whatever it is about Jones which grognds eac@ set éf éonditionals
has roughly the same role in the first level and second level explanation of
Jones actions, whether expressible or inexpressible beliefs are involved.
We thus have a species of a functional theory of belief,
3. INEXPRESSIBLE BELIEFS

In the light of the view of belief so far outlined, I want mow to

say a little more about how it might be that Theist A could see Theist B

as having an inexpressible belief. A move that a Christian Theist (and

possibly, other varieties of Theist also) might be inclined to make is this.
Inexpressible beliefs can be communicated through the medium of behaviouf.
A very saintly person for example, who had very rich and detailed beliefs
about God might be able to convey some of what hé'believes through his
loving actions towards his fellow human Beings.

An initial objection to such a move might be that we are simply
imagining a special kind of language that might develop within a commﬁnity

of Theists; language whose components were elements of non-verbal
behaviour rather than verbal behaviour. But I would not accept this

objection, All forms of language are to some degree intentional, We
choose to use actions of certain types with,.or without, but mostly with,
the assumption. of an agreed set of conventions employed by our community,
to perforﬁ that large array of speech acts with which all language usérs
are familiar. A wide variety of linguistic devices are possible - we .

don't have to make sounds with our mouths = we coﬁld use a gesture system,
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etcs And it is also arguable that language - the system of actions that
it involves, requires that such actions are performed with special kinds
of communication-intentions, and of course, Gricé, has so argued. XNow
whilst the behaviour which the Theist might claim can communicate to. someone
else the fact that I have an inexpressible belief, and something of the
nature of this belief, will be intentional, in the sense that it will
consist of genuine actions on my part, such behaviour need not be of a
kind about which I can form communication-intentions.

It may also be objected that there is a lack of precision in the
description of the behaviour that is supposed to be able to communicate
to another, inexpressible beliefs. A desc;iption such as 'loving actions'
covers a vast range of possibilities. How could it be that 'specific
propositions! were conveyed from one individual to another, as opposed
say to some vague and generalised manifestation of tfust in a loving deity?
But such an objection fails to understand the role of.behaviour, say on the
part of Theist A, as data on which Theist B c¢an build'an interpretation of
what Theist A believes, etc. A particular action which is not involved
. in & language systenm, unlike a particular utterance, is unlikely be itself
to indicate the preéence of a 'particular beliéf' (understanding the latter
expression, of course in a loose and not realistic fashion). It is rather
that that action, sét in the context of the rest of the agent's behaviour,
and his circumstances as the interpreter believes them to be may prove
suggestive,

Now imagine that we see someone treating every person that he meets
 with the most extraordinary charity and kindness. He excels in this
especially, perhaps, when he has been praying to God, or when he has been
recently present at an act of woréhip. He tells us that his widest
intention, in each of those actions in which he serves his fellow human
beings, is to serve God. On this ground we proceed to ascribe to him such

.an intention. We now have actions, and a widest intention; we seek to
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supply a missing element in the explanation of his behaviour by ascribing
beliefs to him.

Supplying the missing element is a complex process inasmuch as we
require something which will play appropriate roles in both first and
second level explanation of our saintly individual's actions. I want to
suggest that it is especially in the second level explanation, where the
presence of the saintly individual's extraordinary intentions is accounted
for, that the question of inexpressible beliefs will arise, For the actions
to be understandable at the second level, our saint needs to believe that
God is unsurpassable. This cannot consist merely in a belief in the
absfract proposition that God is unsurpassable, but will require beliefs
concerning God's intfinsic pature in virtue of which he is unsurpassable.

One adequate second level explanation would bring in the saintly
individual's emotional responses, which would generate B-wants to perform
those loving actions concerniﬁg which he forms his intentions. A complete
- version of such a second 1eyel explanation would include what the saint
bélievés about God which gives rise to his emotional response; and possibly
only the inclusion of some inexpressible beliefs about God can account fully
for the emotional response concerned.

The saint might act in 'cold blood'; if so, we would have to look to
second level expl#nation of another kind., Perhaps the saint decides, all
things considered that he ought to perform lovihé actions with the intention
of serving God. His reasons for forming the intentions to act are the
reasons for his thinking that.he ought to perform the actions in question.
These reasons will consist at least in part of beliefs abéut God's intrimsic
nature. We may find, as interpreters, that a second level explanation
which only includes those reasons had by the saint which consist of
expressible beliefs would be less than complete; that it is only‘if the
saint is aseribed extra beliefs about God which cannot be expressed that the

explanation is completed. There is no way of being more precise about this,



183
since, as we saw in the earlier discussion of second level explanation
in Chapter 3, such explanations do not seem susceptible of regimentation
in any neat philosophical theory.

We have not exhausted the range of possible 'cold blood' explanations
at the second level. The agent might not think that performing all the
ioving actions was what he ought to do; all things considered. He might
think, rather, that such actions would be good, and that he would be acting
supererogatorily if he did them. . He would have reasons for thinking the
‘actions would be good; these reasons would account for his forming the
| intention to perform these acts of supererogation, with the widest intention
of serving God. These reasons would include beliefs about God's intrinsic
nature, and for a full second level explanation, the 'missing belief element'
might have to extend beyond'x.nerely expressible beliefs. |

To sum up, the idea is that the saint may have inexpressible beliefs
about God which could come across to us, his interpreters, through his
behaviour, with the aid of which we might achieve a full first and second
level understanding of his actions. It is arguable that his beliefs could
not be communicated to us in this way unless we also had beliefs about the
nature of an unsurpassable being; that we could not, without these, perform
an extended application of a 'principle of humanity' that seems to be
required here whenvwe strive for understanding at the second level. That
is to say, without ourselves believing certain things about an unsurpassable
being, we could not_as it were put ourselves in the saint's place, and
imagine what we would 'need to believe' to form the intentions to act as
he does. I take this thought no further in the present work.

All fhat has been sketched in this section is a mere possibility. I would
not care even to attempt to show that it actually happens. But if indeed it is
a possibility, we have what we may well require for the possibility of
communi ty worship of an unsurpassable being - the possibility of inexpressible

belief, and the possibility that one member of a community could reasonably
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understand another member as having such a belief,
4. INCOMPREHENSIBLE BELIEF

To understand §omething is to have achieied something; but it is not
obvious that there is something common to the achievements involved in,
for instance, understanding a sentence of a foreign language, understanding
a person and his actions, understanding the nature of ¥olcanoes, or
understanding such and such a mathematical system.. This point should
make us alive to the importance of grasping the nature of the understanding
failure that apparently arises in the case of an epistemologically
transcendent God.

I cannot believe that p when I cannot understand what it is that I am
supposed to be believinge This is a plausible claim, but we must grasp
the nature of my understanding failure. This situation will arise, for
insfance, when I cannot understand the sentence or sentences which
purportedly have the sense thét P, or express the proposition that p.

We can perhaps distinguish here between my failure to understand a given
string of words inasmuch as it does not even seem to make up a sentence
which has meaning as a sentence type, and my failu;e to understand the
sense or proposition expressed by an utterance of a sentence of whose
meaning qua sentence type I seem to have some grasp., In the former
category we could éife instances such as 'The cook that the maid that the

narse met saw heard the butler'11

» Here, the sfring of words does in
~ fact make up a meaningful type of sentence, but many of us, at least, find
this difficult to grasp. ‘ As far as we are concerned, the string of words
do not make up a sentence whose meaning qua sentence type we understand.
(A standard characterisation of the meaning of a sentence type would be
that which is common to it and its translation into a foreign language).
In the second category we have sentences upon the meaning of whose
sentence types we seemingly have some grip, but where we cannot grasp the

sense or proposition expressed -~ or, to put the matter rather paradoxically

but in some ways more illuminatingly, we have sufficient grasp of the putative
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sense to appreciate that thére could not in principle be a truth condition
for the sentence, Examples are obvious ~ 'I was born before my grandfather’.
'The chair is red and green all over'. 'I am the barber who shaves all the
barbers who don't shave themselves, and I shave myself'.

It is ngt clear to me, however, that we can draw a hard and fast line
between the tvo categories, There is a substantial class of examples
which might be argued to fall into either category. For instance,
'Colourless green ideas geep furiously'. 'The moon's father washes
adjectives', 'The gusic is hygroscopic's We could think of these on the
one hand, as strings of wofds which have clear meanings qua sentence types,
but alsé such that, if used in a sbeech act, we would have no ultimate
grasp of the sense or propqsition expressed - no grasp of the truth condition
for the sentence as used in that utterance. Or, on the other hand, we
could quite reasonably think of them as strings of words which just do not
meke up sentences which have\meanings qua sentence types at all.

It may well be thought that it is the incomprehensibility manifested
by examples of either of the above categories - most probably of the second
category, which arises from God's epistemological ttranscendence. We have,
it may be thought,strings of words purportedly concerning God, which get as
far as making up sentence types with a meaning of sorts, but which cannot
be imagined to exﬁress an intelligible sense or proposition; we cannot
grasp the condition which would make such sentehces true as used in
utterances by Theists. In particular, the line of thoughtcontinues, we do
not understand the truth con&ition for 'God is transcendgntly good'; our
failure to understand resemb;es our failure to understand, fqr instance
'I was born before.my grandfather'. The Theist would say, it might bve
claimed, that whilst our position with respect to 'l was fqrn before my
grandfather' is epistemologically similar to our position with respect to
'God is transcendenfly good!, the latter ultimately expresses a sense or

proposition - there is a truth condition for it - whilst the former lacks
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these assets,

I now argue that the Theist cannot embrace this kind of incomprehensi-
bility as being involved in the conclusion of the unsurpassability argument,
in so far as the Theist is required to believe things about God even where
these touch on aspects of God which he cannot understand. I try to show
in particular'that our failure to understand 'God is transcendently good!
is not in fact entirely of this kind;

I just cannot imagine what it would be like to believe - even to think
I velieved, that I was born at'a time before my grandfather., Nor can I
conceive of a situation in which I would interpret someone else as having
such a belief. A well-worn move at this point is to claim that I can at'
least haie a second-order belief; the belief that 'I was born at a time
before my grandfather' expresses a true proposition; the same trick can
allegedly be turned in regard to third person belief ascriptions;‘ if
Jones says, with evident sincérjty and bging apparently of sound mind, etc.
'T was born at a time before my grandfather' then I might say that Jones
believes that he was born at & time before his grandfather. | SinceZI; the
reporter of Jones belief, have no real idea of the de dicto content of
Jones belief, all. I -can mean in such a context is something like the
followings Jones has a certain belief whose de dicto content can be
expressed by the sentence (in his mouth) 'I was born at a time before my
grandfatﬁer'. | »

Nowl think that there are plausible cases of such_second order belief;
they are,céses of believing oﬁ guthority; I will explain what in my view
these cases amount to, and then show that those beliefs without understanding
which may be required of the Theist whose God is epistemologically | |
transcendent cannot be of this kind. A mathemgtician may tell me a
theorem proved by Godel. I may well fail to understand what he says.

But I might have good reason to think that he is talking sense, and has

expressed a coherent and important proposition with the sentence he has
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communicated to me. My belief 'in what he said' may be strong enough to
encourage me to repeat the sentence to someone else who might ask me, for
reasons best knomto themselves,.whether I know anything proved by Godel.
It seems fairly clear that I cannot believe the proposition which the -
mathematician believes, and communicates to me, I believe, rather, that
instances of the sentence type in question may be used to express a
certain true mathematical proposition. Of course, there is room for
degrees of understanding here, Even in the case as described it is not
just a pure second order belief that such and such a string of symbols may
be used to express a truth. I would also believe that it is a mathematical
truth - I may have some understanding of individual symbols in the sentence -
perhaps enough understanding to enable me to use the symbols myself in other
sentences, etc. The more understanding I have of this kind, the more the
second order belief would be supplemented by a belief about the kind of
proposition that might be involveds In the most extreme cases, where there
is very little moresthag the second order beliéf alonz, the autho?ity is
essential, Evidently, the Theist may have beliefs of this kind - he may
believe, on the authority of the church and/or thg authority of someone
whom he believes to have had significant religious experiences, or on the
basis of some other kind of authority, that éertain sentences can express
truths. If the sentences are very 'difficult' indeed, the status and
character of the authority is crucisl; the Theist ip the most extreme case
might be able to glean virtually nothing of the subject matter of the
propositipn concerned from thé words of the sentence; the authority informs
him that the proposition is about God, thaf it is 'important', and so on,.
Thé authority narrows the range of the subject matter of the Theist's
second order belief - otherwise the Theist may have no idea of what kind of
proposition is involved. It is vital to the Theist who has‘this kind of
secopd order belief on authority, that the ultimate source of his authority

has a good grip on what proposition it is that the sentence expresses.



188

Indeed, unless it seemed possible that from time to time individual Theists,
at least, could go beyond the mere second-order belief to some understanding
of what propositiop is involved, the whole proceeding would seem entirely
pointless, Those Theists who had to believe on authority would be unable
to see the importance of so doing, unless they thought that the 'authority!
ultimately had a direct access to the proposition itself. Iﬁ the most
extreme case that we can imagine, God himself might cause a CRB to believe
that such and such & string of words formed a sentence which could express
a cruciai proposition about qu, where the CRB in question did not under-
stand what possible truth condition an utterance of the supposed sentence
could have, But if all CRB's were barred fiom comprehending the supposed
sentence; the putative revelation would seem pointless, and not one that an
all-wise Deity would attempt.

I conclude that the incoﬁprehensibility involved in God's
epistemological transcendence cannot be wholly of the type to be found
either in the first or second category diécussed above, and that this
conclusion cannot be evaded by resorting to ploys concerning second.order
belief. In Chapter 3, in fact, I pointed out that there were two kinds
of understanding failure involved in the incomprehensibility of God's
goodness, Therelwas the apparent logical impossibility of God resembling
both the firstlJones and the second Jones at a supreme level when, as an
unsurpassable being, it seemed that he ought to resemble both in this way.
And, quite distinect from this; there was the difficulty in understanding at
the second level all those extreme acts of supererogation of which an
unsurpassable being should in principle be capable. | Now the apparent
logical impossibility of God resembling both the first‘Jones and the second
Jones at a supreme level does, at first sigﬁt, resemble uncomfortably closely
-the appareﬁt logical impossibility of my being born before my grandfather;
the Theist will have to say, of course, that appearances must be deceptive

in the former case, and God must ultimately be able somehow %o have the
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virtues/of both Jones in a way that is logically coherent. This could
not be the whole story, however, in the light of what has just been argued;
if it is really true that I jﬁst do not know what to believe when I am told
that God somehow has, at a supreme level, the virtues of both the first and
the second Jones, in the same sort Qf way as I do not know what to believe
when I am told that I was born before my grandfather, then I am wholly
incapable of believing either. The assertion by the Theist that there is
a divine state of affairs ultimately to be had, towards which we are
gesturing with the apparently contradictory gssertion that God resembles
both the first Jones and the second Jones, but Fhat there is no state of
affairs which woﬁld make 'I was born before my grandfather' true just does
not helpe In the former case I do not know what to'believe any more than
I would do in the latter case if someone were trying to convince me that
there really was a truth condition for 'I was born before my grandfather.

When we look at the mattér more carefully, however, matters are not
quite as bad as this. The seeming impossibiiity of God fesembling both
the first Jones and the second Jones at a supreme level, which ﬁe dignify
by saying that 'God is transcendently good' has a number of perfectly
comprehensible entailments, - For instance, it entails that God is very
good indeed -~ that God is morally better than any other rational being
ever has been, e#er will be, and so on. The Theist could reasonably
claim some grasp of a condition in which 'God ié very good' say, would be
true. Perhaps there would be more than one such truth condition. Hence,
whilst it is true that the Théist does not know fully what to believe when
he is told that God is transcendently good - viz. that, among other things,
God resembles to a supreme degree both the first Jones and the second Jones,
he does know in part what to believe. The type of incomprehensibility
involved here does not wholly preclude belief.

If, on the other hand, we consider 'I was born before my grandfather',

whilst there are some 'degenerate! entailments, these are of no help, For
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instance, it is true that 'Iwas born' is entailed, together with 'I
exist', and so forth. But these are of no use to me when I am trying
to see what it is I am supposed to believe when considering the proposi-
tion that I was born before my grandfather. Knowing that 'God is -
transcendently good' entails 'God is very good indeed! does, in contrast,
indicate to some extent, however limited that extent may be, what I am to
believe when supplied with 'God is transcendently good';

Let us turn briefly now to the other aspect of understanding failure
involved in God's transcendent goodness., There was, it will be recalled,
the difficulty, or impossibility, of understanding at the second level all
those acts of supereroéation of which an unsurpassable being must in
principle be capable. Now a failure to understand God's acts of this
kind is perfectly compatible with believiﬁg_gggg God has acted in such and
such a way; Ivcan believe that an agent has done all sorts'of things, and
yet at the same time possess ho second level understanding of these actions,
In the case of Meursault in Camus' 'The Outsider', had I been at the trial,

I would have understood Meursault's action at the first level - I would
understand, that is to say, that he believed thatzhis gun had such and such
properties, and that he pad formed the intention to shoot the Arab, and had
indeed shot hime But I would not have understood what, if any reasons he
had for forming that intention; or, failing reasons, I would not perhaps
have understood what kind of emotion welled up'in‘Meqaault on the beach
which included or caused a B-want to shoot the Arab. Nevertheless, I could
perfectly well have had a fuliy-fledged belief that Meursault performed the
act in question.

We have focussed in this section on the iﬁcomprehensibility of God's
goodness; but our results may be applied more generally. We can now see
how iﬁ a profound sense God might be beyond the understanding of CRB's -
namely his actions in general might be beyond the second level understanding

of CRB's, But this kind of understanding failure does not preclude belief.,
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The Theist can feel reasonably optimistic, then, about the
possibilities of shared discourse and worship of a transcendent God; we
have seen that his ineffability and incomprehensibility need not impose

wholly incapacitating restrictions on the beliefs of CRB's.
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CHAPTER SEVEN
TRANSCENDENCE LANGUAGE

1. THE PROBLEM

It was érgued in the second and third chapters that an uﬁsurpassable
being would be, to a degree, epistemologically and ontologically )
transcendeﬁt. We say in chapter 1 that such transcendence could not be
confined to one aspect of the divine nature, and that virtually all aspects
of the divine nature would be to some extent afflicted by transcendence,
Ve héve seen in particular that a central and crueial property of God,
namely his goodness, a divine property having st;ong links with many other
aspectsof the divinity such as personhood, agency, intention, etc. carries
both types of transcendence. |

If we now consider any one simple assertion about God, of the form
'God is p' in which some non-relational property is attributed to God, we
must.immediately note the following point. ! -‘is p' will consist of
some predicaté drawn from a CRB language learned in connection with
created items, and developed in the first place to apply to them; we can
form sentences in which we ascribe the predicate to a created item, or
ascribe it to a lesser degree to a»created item. - For instance, we say
'God is a person'. We can also say 'Jones is a person'. We say God is
omniscient's We can also say (though we are scarcely going to be right)
‘Jones is omniscient's We can say 'God is omnipotent', and we can
certainly say 'Jones is very powerful'! even if we cannot say, appreciating
- the logieal impossibility of tﬁo omnipotenf beings co-existing - 'Jones is
6ﬁnipotent'. |

Now it may well be argued that if the predicate ' - is p' has the same
meéning in the divine context as it has in a context of created items, thgn,
either éod is having #ttributed to him the very same property as‘gould'be
in principle attributed to a created item, or, God is having attributed to
him a propertylfhiéh could b; in principle attributed to a lesser degree to

a created item. The thought behind this would be that if a predicate has
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the same meaning in one context as in_another, theﬁ the same property is
concerned on each occasion, (This leaves open the question of whether
predicates with differént meanings can attribute the same properti.- a
matter we need not investigate here).

Yet if we accept the claim that God must be ontologically transcendent,
then, in a large number of cases, a predicate such as ' - is p' cannot have
the function §f attributing to God a property which éould in principle be
possessed at the same level, or to a lessér.degree, by a created item.

In particular, claiﬁs about God's goodness, and associated aspects of his
personhood, intentions, desires, actions, freedom, and so on cannot involye
the attribution to God of prope:ties which can 59 possessed in principle by
created items either at that level_or to a lesser degrée. Even if in
principle there cdould be aséertions of the form 'God is p' which concein
divine properties which somehow entirely escape the tainf of ontological
transcendence, it seéms doubtful whether CRB's could know which these are.

Hence there will be muéh language about God in which predicates are
ascribed to him which, in mundane contexts would attribute properties to
created items which God cannot as such poSsess. . For instance, '; is a
person' will be ascribed to God, but whatever proéerty is attributed to
Jones in 'Jones is a person' cannot be the very same property as the one
attributed to God‘in 'God is a person's Furthermore, in many cases the
CHB will be unable to attain to full knowledge and understanding of what
property it is that is being attributed to God in an assertion of the form
'God is pf. ‘

In the light of these remarks, we may now outline two problems. (1)
Hoﬁ is it possible for there to be CHB lénguage about God's nature when
that differs essentially in some respects from the nature of created items,
and fhe predicates of CRB language, if retaining their meéning in divine
contexts apparently serve to attribute to God properties he cannot fﬁlly

possess? (2) How is it possible for CRB's to understand language about
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God when it is first and foremost language for use in the context of
created items? These problems are closely relateds They might be
given alternative expression thus: (1) How does language about God
succeed in meaning what it in fact does meen? (2) How can CRB's undef—
stand that meaning which it has? Much of the present chaptgr will be
devoted to a suggestion for the solution of the first problem. First
of all, howevér, I look briefly at a classic attempt to deal with
transcendence language - which, though it may appear to be an attempt to
solve the first problem, in fact turns out to be a possible 'solution' to

| ‘the second problem.

Aguinas' Theb;x of Anslogy

Whilst Aquinas does not see the problem of transcendence in the same
terms that have been develoéed in the present work, the task he envisaged
for his theory of analogy is sufficiently similar to make it worthy of
cénsiderationvin the pfesent éontext. Aquinas is clear that it is the .
knoﬁledge CRB's have of the creation that prdvides thém (a) with knowledge
of God -~ viz. as cause of the creation, and (b) enables them to develop
language which can be used to talk of God, even though:that languagé“cannot
express fully thg nature of Gods He thinks that the language of CRB's
cannot have the same.meaning when applied to God as it has when applied to
created items, and suggests, for instance of predicates, that when they are
ascribed to God, they are applied 'analogically'./

The analogical for Aquinas is sharply distinguishable from the
equiﬁocalland from. the metaphdrical. For him, an equivocal expression is
an expression with at leasﬁ two meanings ~ €.8¢ 'bank', Ciearly the
' Theist does not want to use language equivocally about God - he QOes not
wish his predicates, say, to have a-wholiy aistinct meaning from the meaning
they have in ordinary contexts. Aquinas rules out the metaphorical as well
as the.literalvas an apt characterisatién of fhe central Theistic assertions

such as 'God is a person', 'God is good', and so on. This is because,
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according to him; at least, the metaphorical carries an implication that
the item ié not ieally as it is metaphorically said to be. Thus it may
be apt to characterise God as a rqck, in the course of a rather peripheral
Theistic assertion, but of coﬁrse he is not really a rock. When"the Theist
says that God is good, or that God is a person, etc. then, according to
Aquainas, his agnosticism about the ultimate character of divine personhood
or goodness does not lead him to say that in the final analysis God is not
really good, or that God is not really a person. Theists who placed greater
emphasis on the via negativa might have taken this view, but Aquinas does not.
So the analogical for him is not a species of the figurative or metaphorical,
but of the literal. ‘

One form of analogy Aquinas regards as being, on its own, unhelpful
to the Theist. 1In his famous example of ‘healthy' he points out that a
diet and a complexion can be described as being healthy, but only in so far
as they may be, respectively, the cause and the symptom of health in a man,
Neither a diet nor a complexion can literally have that property which is
attributed to a man when we say that he is healthy. Now, if we used this
kind of analogy alone in the case of '= is good', we might say that God is
good in as much as he causes the goodness of CRB's, fet, as Aquinas points
out, God also causes bodies, but we would not say that 'God is a body' on
those grounds. He has a doctrine that 'any perfection must be found also
in the cause of that effect'1. In Aquinas' view, all perfections pre-exist
in God in a higher or more adequate manner. So as far as Aquinas is
concerned, this takes care of the problém of predicating perfections qf God
using a CRB language; the relation between God and creation does guarantee
that those 'perfection' predicates say substantially more aﬁout God than
that he is merely the cause of a created perfection. Unfortunately we
cannot avail ourselves of this doctrine. |

We require the other form of analogy which is suggested by some of

the things Aquinas says, I refer to what commentators call the analogy
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of proportionality, but I am not interested in questions of interpreting
Aquinas, and wili develop the discussion in an informal way. |

If we understand a sentence such as 'The tree is alive' or 'The lion
is alive', then we may well understand, 'by analogy' with these, the report
of a returning astronaut from Mars - viz. 'Martian coral is alive'. We
may imagine that 'Martian Coral' picks out some strange rock-like formation
observed at guch'and suéh a spot on Mars. Items possess the property of
being alive in virtue of their possession of other properties, such as
their having such and such a‘chemical compositions But the properties in
virtue of which a virus, for»instance, is alive are hardly the very same
properties in virtue 6f which a lion is alive, or in virtue of which earth
" coral is alive. Scientists might discover that, as a matter of'contingent
fact, all items that are alive on earth have such and such D.N.A. and R.N.A.
features. But these features would not be a necessary condition for
anything anywhere in the world to be alive; science fiction writers have
speculated about the possibility of silicon based life forms on éther ‘
planéts. We may be reminded of discussion in Chapter 2 concerning the
property goodness; this property, if a realist'viéw is taken, may be
possessed in virtue of all sorts of sets of other properties; there need
be nothing in common to the properties in virtue of which A is good, and the
properties in viftue of which B is goéd.

So far, of course, we have said nothing about what it is to understand
'Martian coral is alive' by analogy with 'The tree is alive! etcs And as
our discyssion in Chapter 4 éf the Sklar-type attempt to evade anti-realist
arguments, and our subsequent invocation of the Kripkéan interpretation of
Wittgensteinian rule folloﬁing considerations showed; if we waﬁt to say
anything about 'understanding by analogy' we must exercise gre;t care,

Now I think it fair to say that on Aquinas' view, when a term is used
analogicaily its meaning has shifted, or been '‘extended'! to Some degree,

from its 'standard meaning'. I now want to argue that when we understand
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'"Martian coral is alive' by analogy with 'The tree is alive', the 'by
analogy' refers to the process of extending our understanding so that we
can grasp vhat it is for the truth condition'for 'Martian coral is alive!
to obtain. The 'by analogy' doesknot, in any obvious way, refer to the
kind of meaning which the predicate '= is alive' has in a context in which
it is ascribed to Martian coral in comparison with the meaning it has in
contexts in which it is ascribed to earthly coral, a tree, a man, or
vhatever, Generalising the point for which I wish to argue to another
example; when we understand 'God is a person' by analogy with our under-
standing of 'Jones is a person', the 'by analogy' refers to the process of
going from our undersfanding of the truth condition for 'Jones is a person'
to achieve some understand;ng at least of the truth condition for 'God is
a person's We are not concerned with the kind of meaning the predicate
'-is a persén' has in the divine context. A good deal more needs to be
said about the latter, but I‘do not think that Aquinas can be our starting
point for that, We should rather turn to ceftain kinds of theories of
metabhor, and later in the chapter I do this.

Aquinas does speak apparently of meanings, and gives what might be
thought to be an argument for a difference in meaning, though not a total
difference being involved in ‘analogical predication's. He says 'God is
more distant froﬁ any creature than any two creatures are from each other.
But there are some creatures so different that nothing can be said
univocally of them - for example, when they differ in genus. Much less,
therefore, could there be an&thing said univocally of creatures and Godz.
But this is nof a very good argument as it stands. Items belonging to
widely differing categories can clearly share predicates with the same
meaning, One well discussed example is '~ is interesting'.. It would
be very implausible indeed to claim that '= is interesting' in 'The book

is interesting' has even a partially different meaning from that which it

has in 'The geology of the area is interesting', or 'Her idea is interesting'.
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This is not to deny, of course, that ' - is interesting' is capable of
various meanings which may or may not overlap with the former cases - e.g.
'Her figure is interesting',or 'The sum of money you mention is interesting'.
But these shades of meaning do not correlate in any obvious way with the
~ category or type of item to which the predicate is being applied. Let me
‘mention other predicates which appear effortlessly to span categories.
' - is harmoniousi might be predicated of societies, sounds, relationships,
colours, diplomatic talks, etc. There is no obvious difference in the |
meaning of ' - is harmonious' here depending on the context. Other examples:
' -~ ig efficient', ' = is long lasting' might be predicated of fashions, items
of furniture, persons, ‘etc. without evident ambiguity.

There may be thought tq be strong intuitive plausibility to Aquinas’
contention, however, in a number of important cases, even if not in all cases.
'Exists' has been argued in the past to be 'systematically asmbiguous',
depending on the category of fhing that is said to exist. We can say
'Mountains exist', 'God exists', 'Numbers exist', ‘Evil exists', and so on.
The thought that the existence of numbers is only ‘analogous' to the
existence of, say, mountains, and that 'exists' does notrhave exactly the
same meaning when ‘predicated' of numbers as it has when predicated of
mountains, even though it does not have an entirely distinct meaning either,
may seem fto be an éppealing one., Yet the conclusion here is controversial.
And how could the issue be settled? Not simply by pointing out thgt_if, for
instance, numbers exist they exist in very different ways from the ways in which
mountains exist. For this iémtrug, but similar remarks can be madé in cases
where it is quite clear that no ambiguity of predicate is involved - indeed,
ﬁot even quite a small shift of meaning. If the bear is_dangerous, it is
dangerous in~a very different way from the way in which the Moonies are
dangérous. But there need be no ambiguity in ' - is dangerous' here. There
is a fatal weakness in expressions like 'has the property in a different way!

which seems to rule out any definitive conclusions about meaning change.
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Clearly God has many of his properties 'in a different way' from
created items; there may also be some sense of ‘category' in which God
is categorially distinct from everything else. But God's categorial
distinctness, if he did indeed poésess suph a thing, would not as such entail
a general meaning shift in predicates when applied to him as opposed to being
applied to created items., I thus disagree with Ross's development éf a
theory of analogy which he sees as historically continuous with Aquinas,vsince
he views it as a meaning change theory, as shown, for example, by his remark
'eoo it (the analogy hypothesis) helps us to notice that when same term
occurrences occur as predicates with categorially distinct subjects the sense
of the predicate term occurrences are appropriately modified; it is no
anomaly, then, that the pre@icate applied to creatures contract catégorial
contracts when applied to God'3.

I see the'analogy of proportionality as leaving open the question of
whether language applied to God 'changes its meaning' in any way from the
meaning it possesses in mundane contexts. In my view it makes a contri-
bution to our understanding of how CRB's can grasp something of the sense of
sentences of the form 'God is p' when ' - is p' is a predicate standardly
occurring in sentences used to attribute a property to mundane items, when
the truth condition for 'God is p' is one not fully available to the knowledge
and understanding.of CRB's, and when the property attributed to God is
unlikely to be the same property as that which would be attributed to some
created item in a 'standard' application of the predicate., The contribution
is in the form of a reminder fhat this type of understanding extension goes on
all the time e;en within CRB language merely concerned with created items.

In our discussion of anti-realist arguments, we saw.that a number of
interpretations éould be put upon 'not fﬁlly available to the knowledge and
understanding of CRB's' and other expressions of the same ilk. The sense in
vhich certain truth conditions concerning an unsurpassable being are not

'fully available' in an epistemological sense to a CRB is a fairly strong one.
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But the CRB has to achieve whatever limited grasp is available to him of
the divine state of affairs, on the basis of his grasp of mundane states of
affairs which are truth conditions for sentences involving the ascription
to an item of the very same predicafe as that occurring in the sentence for
which the divine sfate of affairs in question is a truth coﬁdition. Ve
saw in Chapter 4 that the orthodox descriptions of how we acﬁieve a grasp
of a new sentence S whose truth‘condition we perhaps are not in a position to
'recognize directly' on the basis of our.grasp of other truth conditions were
in danger of violating the rule-following cénsiderations. The fiolation
would occur if such descriptions invited us to think that the meaning of the
predicate in S was detérmined by the rule: apply the predicate when sqch and
such a property is present. But we also saw.that if we avoided a clash with
the rule-folloﬁing considerations, it §id not then follow that we could attach
no sense whatever to the thought that our grasp of new and bossibly unrecogniz-
able truth conditions was baséd upon our grasp of éther truth conditions with
respect to which we were epistemologically and semantically'morelfavoured.
And indeed, we surely achieve such a grasp of such states of affairs constantly.
I grasp the truth condition for 'Caesar had an itchy toe' "on the basis" of my
grasp of vwhat it is for me, and for what it is for Jones across the road (efc.)
to have an itchy toe. I grasp the truth condition for 'Martian coral is alive'
on the basis of my:grgsp of truth conditions for 'Jones is alive{, 'The oak is
alivé, and so on, I grasp (thoggh this example is admit£edly different from -
the others) the truth condition for 'Jane's mood was tempestuous' on the basis
of m& grasp of the truth condition for, for instance, 'The weather was
tempestuous',

Of course, it must be conceded that nothing h?re has been sgid in
'explgnation' of how I grasp a fresh, and possibly unreéognizable truth
condition "on the basis" of or "by analogy with" my grasp of other truth
conditions. It is not entirely clear, actually, what kind of explanation

there could possibly be. But the '‘mystery!, ifrany, is taken out of the
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process of understanding extension as it occurs froﬁ mundane to divine
contexts, when we reflect that similar processes constantly take place from
one mundane context to another - whether the fresh context involves something
categorially distinct from the prior context, or something categorially
similar.

Ross is surely right in so far as he can be understood as claiming that
we often expect a fresh truth condition, when its sentence involves the ascrip-
tion of a predicate to an item which differs appreciably from those items to
which the predicate is ascribed in sentences with whose truth conditions we are
-familiar, to involve the manifestation of a 'different' property also. But
these expectations are‘not essentially and universally linked to expectations
of change in meaning of tﬁe.predicate in question, as I have already argued.

We can understand a sentence the truth condition for whieh we ha#e not yet
encountered, or pefhaps which we are unable to encounter, on the basis of, or
by analogy with, other truth éonditions for sentences involving the same
predicate, even when we have no clear notion of the item to which the
predicate is being applied in the fresh sentence whose truth condition we

are attempting to grasp. Thus our returning spaceman might say: 'The thing
thét the captain met near the Martian South Pole was wise'. We could under-
stand the meaning of this sentence perfectly well, whilst having no notion

of what it was th;t the captain met, and not possessing in particular any
idea of the category of the thingthe caﬁtain net, (Evidently, the fact

that it could be 'met' does rule out certain categories). If we come to
learn in detail what it was tﬁat the captain met, our grasp of the truth
condition for the sentence will deepen; but it is not at all obvious that we
will then conclude that either the meaning of the predicate ' - is wise' is
different in the new context, or that wé will conclude that we were previously
unsure of the meaning of ' - is wise' in the new context4.

To sum up this section: a 'theory of analogy' giving a prime role to

the so~called analogy of proportionality may be seen as a kind of answer to
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the second question we posed in seé¢tion 1 - viz. how is it possible for
CRB's to-understand language ébout God when it is first and foremost language
for'use in the context of created items; the CRB has to rely upon his grasp
of the truth conditions of sentenceé concerning created items. It'provides
as much of an answer to this second question as can be given without at the
same time there béing an answer to the first question - how is it possible for
there to be CRB language about God when properties\ascribed to him will in
many cases differ from those whigh may in principle be manifested by created
items; how does divine laﬁguage succeed in meaning what it does in fact
mean? It is to this question that I now turn.
2. TRANSCENDENCE LANGUAGE AND METAPHOR THEORY

There are some divine properties that CRB's cannot know about or under-
stand, and some divine properties which, in principle, no created item could
possess, éven to a lesser degree. But all_the Theist ha; at his disposal
- is a range of predicates in the standard use of which propértieé are
a%tributed to created iteps. Even those divine properties which the Theist
would claim to know something about, understand something of - properties
which apparently in principle created items can shgre, such as aspepts of the.
divine nature in virtue of which God is a person, differ to an extent (and to
what dxtent it seems that the Theist cannot know) from those properties any
created item would.possess in virtue of being a person. This ié because of
the link between divine personhood propefties, and other divine properties in
virtue of which God is epistemologically and ontologically transcendent.
Despite this fact, the Theist ﬁses predicates ascribable to objects within
creation, to attribute properties to God. Of at least some of these, the
following is true. Either the properties which would be attributed to
created items in uses of these predicateé cannot be possessed by God, and/or
such properties canﬁot be known or un&erstood in the fullest way by CRB's
when manifested in divine states of affairs. |

Whilst in 'God is a person', the property attributed to God is not the
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same property as that property which would be attributed to any created
item with ' - is'a‘person', any éuggestion that this is a case of simple
ambiguity would of course be unacceptable to the Theist., We can find simple
ambiguity in the standard example of ' = is a bank'. That predica%e has
(at least) two meanings, and we can put this down to the fact that at least
two distinct properties may be attributed to things in uses of this predicate =
the property of being a‘financial institution, and the property of being the
side of a river. Needless to say, there is no relation between the two
meanings or the two properties involved, On the other hand, there must be a
very close relation in the view of the Theist between the property attributed
to a created item wifh" - is & person', énd the propertj attributed to God
with ' - is a person',

- The proposal‘I defend and explain‘in this chapter is that 'God is a
person' is reléted to, say, 'Jones is a person' in the same kind of way as
'The question is hard' is related to 'The chair is hard'. In the latter
pair of sentences we do not have a case of Simple ambiguity; as in ' - is a.
bank's, It is not entirely clear that there is any difference in meaning
between the predicate ascribed to the chair, and the prediéate ascribed to
the question, What ;g,evidgnt here i§ that the property attributed to the
chair is not the same property as the property atiributed tq the question.
What is involved in the chair's hardness includes being resistant to the touch,
unconfortable for sitting on, improved by cushions, etec. A quéstion cannot
have this property. A question canpot be harder, or less hard, than a chair.
Yet there clearly is a close rélationship of some kind betw;en the property
possessed by the question, and the property possedsed by the chair. ﬁow it
seems reasonable to me to describe ' - is hard' when ascribed to a question,
as a metaphorical extension of ' - is ha;d' when ascribed to physical objécts;
édmittedly thé metaphor is old, tired, and scarcely discernible; if this
bothers us we will.have to pretend that we are living at a time when the

| metaphor was fresh - perhaps having been recently introduced by some
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prehistoric érator. For we are going to investigate what, for instance,
would be the satiéfactory account of ' - is hard' as applied to questions -
to e;plain what goes on in such metgphorical extension, and attempt to
extend our theory for this and other similar cases to the central ihstances
of Theistic language such as 'God is a person'.

Aquinas, we may remember, rejected the view that the central cases of
religious language such as 'God is a person' were metaphorlcal, on the
| ground thet if X is metaphorically P, then it is not really P at all. It
was for this reason that he insisted that the analogical - his characterisa-
tion of much religious language - was a branch of the literal. I will ve
arguing ultimately tha£ this rejectioﬁ of metaphor involves a confusion.
Let me first sketch at élightly greater length those lines of'thought which 1
claim involve tﬁe confusion, | |

The Theist might be half’inclined to accept that 'God is a person' is
literally false, but that this sentence is the best that CRB's can do in
trying to capture a central feature of their God, given their limited
knowledge and understanding of him. On the other hand, the Theist may
also feel an opposite inclination - to deny that there is any sense in which
'God is a person' is false., He would feel like asserting that it is after
all, one of the most important statements that he wishes to make about God;
his view could be that though God méy elude CRB knowledge and understanding
to a degree - God is at least what CRB's think he is, rather than merely
different from what CRB's think he is. Hence, on this view, 'God is a
person' is not so much false as insufficient,

A similar little debate can be held over many non-religious examples
of metaphor - e.ge. those used to describe features of personality. Consider
'Alice has a sharp tongue' On the one hand it may be felt that this- is
literally false, since there is nothing sharp about Alice's tongue - it
would not cut paper, etce On the other hand it may equally be claimed

that there is something that is really true, which we express by saying that
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Alice has a sharp tongue.

I would argue that the confusion present in Aquinas and in these
'debates' may be dispelled once we reaéh aﬁ understanding of what type of
item-is approfriately_cﬁaracterised_by'the predicate ; - is metaphorical'.
I am going to argue that there is one category ofvitgm to which ' is
metaphorical' is primariix ascribable, In using the expre;sion 'primarily!
I have in mind Aquinas' example . is healthy', where we can say that
' - is healthy‘ is primarily ascribable to living things, and then, secondarily,
to their diet, their complexion, efc. Without the primary application of
! - is healthy' to living things, there could not be secondary applications
for complexions, digts,’ways of life, etc; but there could certainly be
pfimary applications of ' - is healthy' without any secondary applications.
In commo# speeéh wé ascribe £he predicate ' - is metaphorical! to a great
variety of items; - to meanings, words, expressions, sentences, uses of
sentences, etc; It will be my contention that ' - is metaphorical' is
primerily ascribable to one of these categories, and hence ascribable to
others in a secoﬁdary fashion.

Let us assume, as in the chapter on Anti-realism, the Dummett-Frege
bipartite notion of the 'meaning' of a sentence (as uttered by a speaker on
a particular occasion) as being made up of 'sense' and 'force'. To grasp
the meaning of a séntence is to know the condition in which it is true. I
want also to assume that kinds of 'force' are kinds of illocutionary force -
as discussed, for instanqe in Searle's 'Speech Acts's. Following Austin
Searie obsgrves: 'Some of the‘English verbs denoting illocutionary acts are
"state", "describe", "assert", "warn", "remark", "comment", "command", "order",
"request", "criticize", "apologize", "censure", "approve", "welcome", “promise",
"object", "demand" and "argue"'s. With these assumptions we may proceed.

Whatever is finally settled upon as the primary vehicle for the ascription
of the predicate-' - is metaphorical' must meet‘the following necessary

condition; that if something is metaphorical, this entails that it is not
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literal, The reverse entailment need not obtain - if something is not
literal, it might be ironical, hyperbolic, etce I think we can see the
necessity for the entailment if we sample instances of applications of
" - is metaphorical. We can do this even before we have made up our
minds about the question of to which category of item " - is metaphorical"
is primarily ascribed. 'He spoke metaphorically' certainly entails 'He
did not speak literally'. 'That is a metaphorical expression' entails
'Thatiis not a literal expression', and so on.

Without additional qualification, expression types and sentence types fail
to meet the necéssary condition as just set out. In Ancient Greece, Socrates
might have said, albei% in stilted fashion: 'I have enabled you to conceive
of a new theory'. There would have been metaphor here, drawn from a
bidogical context. But if a teacher of philosophy said this to his student
in 1982 there need be no metaphor present at all. It is a common place that
language is full of dead metaphor - e.g. 'full' in the latter observation.
Dead metaphor is no longer metaphor at all. Suppose we are moved by this point
to say, not that sentence types are the primary vehicle for the ascription of
the predicate ' - is metaphorical', or, for that matter, expression types, but
that tokens of them are at particular times. We suggest, that is that a
particular utterance — an auditory or inscriptional token of a sentence or
expression may be characterised, as such, in primary fashion, as
metaphorical, literal, etce I would argue that this move also fails to
meet the necessary.condition set out above. Imagine that a token of
'Mrs; Thatcher is a strong woman' is produced. The (Fregean) sense of
this might be that Mrs. Thatcher is possessed of considerable physical
strengths Or, on the other hand, its sense might be that Mrs. Thatcher is
a very determined and effective woman. | Which sense is exp;essed depends on
a number of factors which we lump together and call the 'context'. Now, a
context is conceivable in which an utterance of this sentence could expiess

both senses at the same time; admittedly this is rather unlikely., Poets,
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however, often succeed in expressing a number of senses in one single line
of verse, The pdint I want to make is that utterances per se could be both
metaphbrical and literal; they fail to meet the necessary condition, and so
should not be regarded as the primary candidates for the ascription-of ' - is
metaphorical’.

Can we take the sense itself as something to which ' - is metaphorical!
is primarily ascribed? I think not. If this were right, the following
intolerable implications would arise. Imagine that an utterance U 'The
Prime Minister is a strong woman' were used to express a sense s to the
effect that she is a woman of great determination. This sense would,
presumably be aptly chéracterisable as metaphorical. On the view being
considered, s could not be expressed in an utterance distinct from U in which
no metaphor was involved. TFor if senses per se could be the pfimary wehicle
of ascriptions of ' - is metaphorical)} they would presumably be incapable
of losing or gaining the property of beihg metaphorical, just as they are
incapable of losing or gaining a particular truth value., If they have such
and such a truth value, they just have it, timelessly. Similarly, if it
were true thét a sense was metaphorical, that is what it would be, timlessly.
Hence a view which took senses as the primary vehicles for the ascription of
! - is metaphorical' would demonstrate at an implausible stroke the dogma
that no métaphorical 'truth' can be.'translated' into a literal 'truth'.

Perhaps, then, being metaphorical, being literal, and the like, are
kinds of illocutionary force, on a par with being a warning, béing a question,
being a statement, etc. But.this cannot be right either, For a question
may or may not involve metaphor; a command may be phrased literally or
metaphorically, etc. Conclusive on this point is the observation made by
Cohen that illocutionary force 'disappeafs' in réported speech, whereas
metaphor is retained. If I say 'There is a bull in the next field', the
force of my utteragce may well be that of a warning. Later, someone may

report me as follows: ‘'He warned Jones that there was a bull in the field',
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The force of my utterance is reported, but it is no longer actually
functioning; there is no force of warning in the report of my speech.
Cohen invites us to consider the example: 'The boy next door is a ball
of fire'. If the metaphor here ?ere'somehow the illocutionary force of
the utterance then it ought to disappear when this sentence appears in
reported speech - i.e. as in 'Tom said that the boy next door is a ball of
fire'.  But whatever metaphorical life there is in 'ball of fire' when
applied to the boy next door, it is equally present in direct and indirect
A speech. Therefore, being metaphorical is not a form of illocutionary
force7.

Finally, should ' - is metaphorical' be regarded as a modifier of
the main description of the ;llocutionary force of an utterance. There
clearly are such modifiers - e.g. 'He commended the speech warmly', 'She
questioned him searchingly', 'He warned her kindly' ete. I do think that
‘metaphorically' may grammaticéllx modify an illocutionary force deseription -
'He warned me metaphorically', 'She stated it metaphoricaliy', but it rarely
if ever logically modifies that description. Let me explain. Consider
the following. 'Rudy is an attractive ballet dancer'. This can be read
either as 'Rudy dances attractively' or as 'Rudy dances ballet and is
attractive in some other way's 1In the first reading we take 'attractively®
as logically modifying Rudy's dancing; in the second reading we do not:
'attractively' is only a grammatical modifiera.

So, prima facie there are two ways of construing (W) 'I warn you
metaphorically'. (1) We takel'metaphorically' as logically modifying
'warn', so it means 'I am only warning you metaphorically - this is not a
full blooded literal warning at ail'. Or (2) we take 'metaphorically' as
a grammatical modifier only, so we read (V) as 'l am warning you, and I am
using metaphorical language to do so'. The logical modifier reading &pes
not seem to me to make much sense, whereas fhe grammatiéal modifier reading

is perfectly in order. And it brings me to the point where I can put
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forward my own answer to the question 'To what is the predicate ' - is
metaphorical! primaiily aseribed'? - having now explained why I cannot
accept a number of apparently possible answers.

! - is metaphorical! in my vievarimarily characterises the way a
particular utter ance expresses the sense which it in fact expresses on
the occasion on which it occurs. So an utterance may be described as
having such and such an illocutionary forqe, and also its mode of
expression can be characterised as metaphorical, literal, etc. If the
utterance expresses its sense métaphqrically, this does exclude the
possibility that it expresses that sense on that occasion literally; +thus
the necessary condition‘set out earlier is fulfilled. My view permits
the bare possibility, mentioned earlier, than an utterance miéht on a
particular occasion express two or more senses. It might even express

one sense literally, and gnother sense metaphorically, on that occasion.

This view does allow for the fact that we characterise in ordinary speech
all sorts of things as 'metaphorical'. I would claim that éuch ascriptions
are 'secondary'. Hence we say that 'planning blight' is a metaphorical
'expression based on disease afflicting certain plants - e.g. potatoes.

What this means is that a sentence such as 'The value of Jon;s' house was
adversely affecied by planning blight' is 'typically! used to'express a

sense metaphorically. But the metaphor is already a faiily lifeless affair -
and in time could become entirely moribund; we éould imagine a future, in
particuiar; wbere plants no longer acquired 'blight' yet where the ;xpression
'planﬁing.blight' retained curiency in the language. We would then havé
that same sentence 'The value of Jones house was adversely affected by
planging blight' as 'typicgily' expressing a sense literally. What I am
maintaining is that at present 'planning.ﬁlight' is said to be metaphorical,
but that this is only in a secondgry fashion, on the basis of the facf that
sentences coptaining it are’currently used to express senses metaphorically.

We are now ready to return to Aquinas' objection to characterising
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central theistic statements as metaphorical, and to explain the allegation
of confusion. The‘senée metaphorically expressed by 'Alice has a sharp
tongue' is, at least in part, the thought that she is good at saying nasty
things. And if it is true that she‘is good at saying nasty things, there
is nothing half-baked about this truth; it is not, because metaphorically
expressed, a watered down kind of truth.. What is metaphorical is not the
truth but the way it is expressed. We have not yet discussed how this
happens; we will be investigating this shortly when we move on to consider '
theories of metaphor.

Aquinas need not object to saying of the most important and central
religious assertions fhét they are metaphorical, on the g:ound that this
means that they are not really true. If it is true that Gpd is a rock,
then whatever éense an utterance of 'God is a rock' might express
metaphorically, Just is true, not in any sense ‘half trﬁe'.> Part of the
sense that is expressed metaphbrically is that God is‘such as to be worthy
of complete and unqualified trust, or something of that kind. | Aﬁd if God
is being said to be like this, there is nothing half-hearted about the -

assertion, as perhaps is suggested by the idiom 'metaphorically true'. A

consequence of saying that 'God is a rock' expresses its sense metaphorically
is that we can go on to say - 'But God is not really a rock'. However, when
we say the latter, we are not retracting the sense that might be expressed
by the first utterance. We are ruling out a poésible sense that the first
utterance might have expressed, had it been doing its expressing literaliy
and not metaphorically - viz. ; sense to the effect that God is physically a
rock - of granite constitution, perhaps.

At first sight, the same kind of analysis of 'God is a person' is less
convineing, but I hope to show that, in the end, the same kind of thing can
be said about all such examples. If 'God is a person' can metaphorically
express a sense, that sense.or proposition can have a truth value in as'full

.a fashion as any other sense or proposition that is literally expressed.
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Now, a consequence of saying that 'God is a person' expresses its sense
metaphorically oughf to be, following the 'rock' case, that we can go on
to say 'But God is not really a pefson'. Unlike the.'rock' case, fhis
would seriously worry the Theist. iﬁe does want to say fhat God really is
a person. Oﬁ the view that I am putting forward, when we say that God is
not really a person, we are not retracting the genuine and important sense
which an utterance of 'God is a person' may metaphorically express. We are,
rather, denying that possible sense which it might have expressed, had it
~ expressed a sense literally.

Suppose for a moment what I am denying - that 'God is a person'
expresses its sense litérally when uttered byra Theist in an appropriate
religious context.s If this were so, there would seem to be no reason why
we should not treat the aseription of the predicate ' - is a person' in the
divine context és being similar to the ascription of that same predicate in,
say 'Jonés is a person'. Heﬁce the kind of personhood being attriﬁ&ed to
God would at least involve the same property - that of being a person, as that
attributed to Jones. Yet, of course, I have argued that whatever it is about
God in virtue of which 'God is a person' is true differé significantly from
whatever it is about Jones in virtue of which 'Jones is a person' is true.
This strongly suggests, then, that 'God is a person' cannot express its sense
literally in the characteristic religious context of utterance. We do not,
however, have an argument here for the claim that it expresses its sense
metaphorically instead. . At the moment I am trying to show the plausibility
of suggesting that it is expreésing its senée metaphorically, by showing how
it compares with other examples which clearly do involve metaphorical
expi'ession. |

We certainly feel uneasy about the apparent implication of characterising
the mode of sense expression as metaphorical - viz. that God is not really a
person. Our unease should be dispelled once it is pointed out that the same

resistance to the implication - of the form 'But S is not really P' may be
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experienced in many other cases which are less controversially described
as metaphorical, These are the cases of 'irreducible metaphor' noted by
Alston9 and added to by Searle1o. Alston cites cases of language about
mental states - 'the stabbing pein', dshe feels depressed', etc. These
are, as he puts it 'in the‘position of metaphors that cannot die'11. In
addition Searle mentions spatial language that is used about time. For
example, 'Time flies', 'The hours crawled by' - 'I don't want to cut my
stay short'. " An interesting feature of these examples, as well as of 'God
is a person' and the like, is that it is counter-intuitive to follow them
.up with a remark of the form: ‘'But X'is not really P'. For‘ezample, we
should apparently folloﬁ a claim that 'I have a stabbing pain' expresses its
sense metaphorically, with 'But the paih is not really stabbing'. The
denial is supposed to rule out a possible sense that the sentence might
have expressed literally, to the effect that a pain could really stadb you,
say in the leg, as could a knife or a dagger. Yet such a denial is
admittedly difficult to take seriously, since we do wish to maintain, actuallj,
that the pain really is a stabbing pain, Again, censider the assertien that
'The hours crawled by' expresses its sense metaphoricaily. he afe supposed
to follow this up with something like: 'But they did not really crawl by'.
Our denial is supposed to rule out a possible sense that the first sentence
might express literally, to the effect that hours might really crawl, as do
crocodiles or babies. And again, we feel a reluctance to go ahead with the
denial, in view of our concern to maintain that the hourslreally did crawl by.

| It seems characteristic of irreducible metaphor of the form 'S is P' that
the implied denial 'But S is not really P' }feels' wrong. I would elaim that
this feeling is not symptomatic of the presence of any cogent philosophical
reasons for failing to make the denial in these sorts of cases. L

We now need to explain in a little more detail what irreducible metaphor

is supposed to be, and to show that if central Theistic statements such as

'God is a person' express a sense metaphorically at all, then irreducible



214
metaphor is the kind of metaphor that is concerned. Suppose 'Jones is
cold' metaphorically expresses a sense s (to the effect that Jones is not
given to displays of emotion, and, indeed, does not seem to feel anything
very strongly). We can also expresé a sense 8' which has a close affinity
to s. An utterance of: ‘'Jones is unemotional' would literally express
such a sense s'. But s' cannot be identified with 8, for what we are
compelled to call the 'coldness' of Joneé character has somehow been
omitted; what has been left out is a resemblance of some kind between Jones' F:
character and the physical quality of coldness. (This way of treating the
matter needs defence; I provide this shortly). When I go on to discuss
theories of metaphor I will have some more to say; and the notion of
irreducible metaphor itself requires some defence. Black12 and others who
deny in general that metaphors cen be provided with literal paraphrases would
not want to make the distinction between irreducible and réducible metaphors
at all.
| Why, if 'God is a person' expresses its sense metaphoricall&, can there
be no possible utterance which would express that very same sense literally?
Imagine that 'God is a person', when uttered on a particular occasion,
metaphorically expresses a sense s, And suppose also, now, for the sake of
reductio, that it is also possible to express a literally in an utterance
of a distinet senténce (s) 'God is Q'. .Since the predicate ' - is Q' occurs
in such a liéeral context, there would be n§ reaéoﬁ to think that a different
property would be attributed to God in an utterance of (S) from the property
attributed to Jones in 'Jones is Q' But it has already been argued that
there must be aspects of that about God in wvirtue of which he is a person
which differ essentially from that about any created item in virtue of which
it would be a person., Hence it could not be the case that the same property
would be attributed to God in an utterance of (S) as would be attributed to
Jones in an utterance of 'Jones is Q'. From this it seems to follow that

the possibility that s:might be literally expressed by an utterance of (S)
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is rulelouts It looks as though any alternative mode of expressing s will
involve just as much metaphorical expression as the original 'God is a person?,
if, indeed, the latter involves metaphor at all. It is characteristic of
irreducible metaphor that any attempf at alternative modes of expressing
whatever sense is concerned also involves metaphorical expression.

3« COMPARTISON METAPHOR

I now want to defend the thesis that the central assertions of religious é
discourse about a transcendent God involve comparison metaphors. In order ).
~ to do this, I need to explain what comparison metaphors are supposed to be,
and to examine alternative theories of metaphor, together with some of their
objections to comparisoﬁ theories. I do not claim that all metaphor involves
compariéon; I suggest that discussions of metaphor often suffer from the. |
implicit assumption that there is justvone kind of phenomenon called metaphor;
in my view there are quite a variety of semantic phenomena: at issue here.

Aristotle is the classical source of comparison’theory. He examines
the question of metaphor both in his 'Rhetorica' and in his 'De Poetica'.
Whilst approving strongly of metaphor, he clearly thought of it as something
extra -~ added to the language to make it more vivid.  He remarks: . Clearness
is secured by using the words (nouns and verbs) alike that are normal and
ordinary'13. Aristotle thoughtthat 'Metaphor consists in giving the thing
a name that belongs to something elsé'14, and that this essentially involves
comparison. He observes: ' 'The simile is a metaphor: the difference is but
slight. When the poet says of Achilles that he "leapt on the foe as a lion"
this is simile: when he says gf him "The lion leapt", it is a metaphor - here,
since both are courageous, he has transferred to Achilles the name of 'lion:15.
And he adds a little later: '...those which succeed as metaphors will obviously
do well as similes, and similes, with the explanation omitted, will appear as
metaphors'16.

Aristotle has been alleged by some to hold a form of 'object comparison'

theory of metaphor., According to such a theory, metaphor puts the name 'A'
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of one object in the place of 'B!', the name of another object, to suggest
a comparison betweén A and B, Thus Achilles is referred to as a lion,
implying that Achilles and the lion resemble each other in one or more respects.
The comparison theory in this form is open to the obvious objection that the
object selected and suggested for comparison may not exist. For instance,
one might say of a mean professional colleague at Christmas: 'Scrooge has
gone into his room'. The objection depends on the thought that it would be
nonsense to say that a real existent resembled something which did not exist,
in such and such respects, since objects which do not exist cannot have
properties, I shall assume that this thought is right17. (To anyone who
wanted to argue that noﬁ-existent objects can have properties, I would simply
say that I would rather avoid the issue, especially as a more plausible
version of a comparison theory which I supportrdoes not»involve the
comparison of 'bbjects‘ at all).

Aristotle's account of simple métaphors involvihg comparisons - those
which can, on his view, jusﬁ és easily bé expressed in similes, suggest that
suc¢h metaphors can be 'paraphrased' by literal alternatives. That is to say,
in terms of the conceptual framework employed in the last section, the sense
expressed metaphorically by a certain utterance, can also be expressed
literally by a distinet utterance.

A more plausible version of the comparison theory, but still in the
Aristotelign tradition, is that properties rather than objects are compared.
A propérty of Achilles, for example, is implied by the metaphor to be like a
property of a lion. By 'property' is meant 'universal', as opposed to actual
instances of properties - the universal redness, rather than the redness of
the pillar box near the police station in the centre of Sheffield - the
universal courage, rather than the courage exhibited by Achilles on a
particular occasion. Such a theory enables us, say, to speak of the property
of being a dragon as being more like the property of being a lizard thah it

is like the property of being a horse, and other things of this kind., There



217
do not have to be such things as real dragons for a property comparison
account of a metaphér such as 'Mrs. Jones isla dragon' to be intelligible.
On such an account, certain universals exemplified by Mrs. Jones are said,
by means of an utterance of this senténce, to resemble certain universals
associated with dragons.
The 'property comparison' version of a comparison theory of metaphor

escapes another objection levelled by Searle18 against such theories. He

objects that even if the object with which the comparison is made does ,E
exist, it may not possess the appropriate property. Consider 'Richard is

a gorilla'. This, on. the comparison view, compares properties of Richard f
with properties of a gofilla; .if sufficient resemblances obtain between
the properties, then an utte:ance of the sentence in question may express a
sense or proposition that is true. 1In most contexts, it is clear that the
properties of gdrillas being put forward for comparison would be such as
fierceness, nastiness and pronéness to violence, 'But suppose ethological
investigation showS... that gorillas are not at all fierce and nasty19.

My response to this is that since it is universals that are being
compared, and not instances of properties, it would not matter in the least
if gorillas turned out not to have those properties that most people at
present believe them to have. The presence of the term 'gorilla' may be
" regarded simply as an aid to the identification of which universal(s) are
being referred to; it can perform this role even‘if gorillas turn out not
to have those 6haracteristics that most people at present believe them to
have, Of.course, once the geﬁtle nature of gorillas became common knowledge,
then, over the long term at least, it would become impossible to use a token

of 'Richard is a gorilla' to express metaphorically the sense it could easily

express at present.

It is argued by Searle and others that it must be incorrect to construe
all metaphors as comparisons, for in some cases there is no such similarity as

a comparison should reveal. Now I do not want to say, as, indeed I remarked
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earlier, that every case of wﬁat might reasonably be called metaphor
involves comparison, Nonetheless, since the examples Searle uses to
refute, as he thinks, comparison theories are those very examples of

metaphor that I am claiming to be closest to sentences of religious

language such as 'God is a person' I will dwell for a while on his comments.
Searle would deny, for example, that there is any similarity between
coldness and being‘unemotional which would support 'Alice is cold! in a
metaphorical expression of a sense to the effect that Alice is unemotional.
In 'Time flies' or 'The hours crawled by' there is nothing, according to
him, that time does and the hours do which ié literally like flying or
crawling. Instead, he thinks that metaphors of this kind are based on mere
psychological association - contingent facts about our semsibilities, whether
culturally or naturally determined., The plausibility of his contentions
here rests upon the fact that some examples rathee like the ones he gives
quite clearly do rest upon 'faéts about our sensibilitiess -There is no
similaerity, for example, between sad music and a sad person, We can
sometimes say, (perhaps) metabﬁorically, that the music is sad because, as
a result of our contingent sensibilities, the music makes us feel sads A4s
this example looks rather like Aquinas' 'healthy' example, some might prefer
not to call it metaphor at all, but to speak of 'analogy' instead.
Nevertheless, i am inclined to dispute that Searle is correct on
examples of metaphors about mental states, abstrﬁct objects, time, etc.
If he is right about any, he is certainly not right about all. I want to
assert, for example, that theré is 8 similarity between hardness - the
property of a chair (for instance), and hardness - the property of a question;
a similarity between the property of being hot or fiery, and the property of
being prone to sudden fits of temper (fhot tempered' etc.). Searle's |
dismissal of a comparison account strikes me as specially implausible for
those cases where térms are transferred from one sensory modality to another - -

'A sharp sound (touch to sound), 'A rough sound' (the same) 'harmonious colours'
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(sound to sight) etc.

But again, the'issue is confused, and Searle's line made to seem more |
convincing then it should by the presence even in this area of some instances
which do seem to fit what he says.  A 'loud colour!, for instance, is not a .
colour which possesses a non-relational property which resembles some
non-relational property that a sound might possess. The situation is rather

that as a result of our cohtingent sensibilities, certain colours and certain

1

sounds cause us to notice them particularly; we notice loud sounds particularly, |

~ hence we call certain colours that we notice more than others, 'loud!, etc.
(Though this may not be the full story - there is a suggestion of vulgarity in
'loud colour'). ‘

Searle's argument that in none of these cases can the metaphor be based
on any kind of similarities is simply that the similarities cannot be stated.
'.so.the bald assertioq of similarity, with no specification of the respect of
similarity, is without content'zo. His remarks seem to me to ignore the
possibility that there may be genuine similarities which are such that they
cannot be said to obtain by means of any utterance which expresses its sense
literally., Searle assumes that a 'literal similarit&' must be capable of
literal expression. This could be a substantial thesis., 1If so, we are
entitled to ask hip how he knows it to be true - he has not shown it. He
might make it a matter of definition that a literal similarity was capable
of literal expression. We could then ask him wﬁy there should not also be
similarities not literal in his sense, What, if any grounds could there be
for the c¢claim that such simil#rities would not be 'genuine' similarities?
There might be different reasons why different brands of similarities could
not be specified literally. |

Why we should be unable, for example, to explain in literal terms what
the similarity is between the hardness of a question and the hardness of a
chair is difficult to say. But is the onus on us to explain, failing which

any claimed similarity can be denied? After all, we can provide an
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éxplanation of the similarity of a kind - that the question makes us feel
uncomfortable - it fesists éolution - hard objects also can make us feel
uncomfortable - they are resistaﬁt to the touch., Yet our 'explanation'
still seems to be couched in metaphorical form. Indeed, I think that the
'hard question' is an example of irreducible metaphor, and any attempt to
describe the similarity between the hardness of the question and the hard-

ness of objects will involve metaphorical expression. But does any of this

suggest that there cannot be a similarity? 1 cannot see that it does.

In the case of religious language, of course, the Theist will explain
that God's ontological transcendence prevents many of his aspects from being
specified literally, fof the possibility of literal specification seems to

entail the possibility that God has the same property that a created item

could in principle possess. And there are divine properties of which this ‘i
is not true, !
Let me summarise now the fersion of the property comparison theory which

I think is appropriate for, say 'Man is a wolf', and for many other similar
examples, and state how the theory might work for religious statements. The
comparison theory, as I see it, does not pretend to provide a comprehensive
explanation of how given sentence types with such and such meanings, are

. capable of such and such metaphorical expression of such and such senses.

It claims rather to give a basic skefch of the contgnt of the sense of an
utterance which is expressed metaphorically., 'M;n.is a wolf' can metaphorically :
express a sense with the following: confent: certain universals exemplified in |
man resemble certain universalé thought to be exemplified by wolves., Like
Olscamp21 I want to say that,in cases where the sense takes a truth value,

the matter is settled by whether enough of the claimed resemblances obtain.

The sense expressed by many of these utterances involving comparison metaphor
could equally well be expressed literally by an utterance of a-distinct
sentence; in such an explicit literal formulation, the respective universals

would be identified, and the respects in which the resemblances were supposed
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to hold would be spelled out.

Also, there are irreducible comparison metaphors. The sense
expressed by these is still to the effect that similarities obtain between
certain universals. 'The question ié hard' can say that certain univérsals
exemplified by this question resemble in some respects universals believed
to be exemplified by physically hard things. ‘'Time flies' can say that our
perception of the passing of time exemplifiée certain universals, which
resemble in certain respects universals believed to be exemplified by flying
objects, etce Alternative means of expression of the nature of the
similarities are available, but these will still be metaphorical. No
utterances can literallj express a sense, the content of which is the nature

of the similarities in question.

2 and later Searle himself, objects to comparison theories because

Black,2
they are too vague. Resemblance or similarity must be in some respect (s)
but anything can be said to reéemble anything in some respect. *Inasmuch as
similarity is a‘vacuous predicate wé need to be told in what respect two
things are similar for the statément‘that they are similar to have inforﬁa—
tive content'.%’

Now I defend a comparison theory to defend the point that the obtaining
of resemblances is part of thé truth condition of the sense of proposition
that gets metaphorically expressed. This is, in some sense, a rather
general and ‘'vague' thesis. If Searle is suggesting that, say, the sentence
type 'Man is a wolf' -~ the standard meanings of the words it contains - is
not alone sufficient for fixiné thé sense which it may metaphorically express,
he is right, but would not be right to complain about it. The sentence taken
by itself fails to indicate in what respects the similarity is supposed to hold. |
Nevertheless, anyone able to use and understand the sentence, having an
adequate grasp of the semantic rules for fhe use of 'man', 'wolf!', together

with a background of knowledge and culture essential to the language user,

will be pointed by the meaning of the sentence type in the right direction.
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In addition - the full detail of the context of utterance - the speaker
and hearer's shared‘beliefs about mankind, their previous conversation,
etc. will finally clinch the respects in which the comparison is being made.
1 said that the context 'finally clinéhes' the respects in which the

resemblances are being asserted. Yet it is true that in many cases, at

least, no very exact range of resemblances has to obtain to a precise degree
for the metaphorical expression to succeed. I agree with Black that

metaphors, like much other language, are not intended to be absolutely

precise, But this does not mean that they do not have truth conditions.
If insufficient resemblances obtain then the sense which is metaphorically

expressed is not true.

'God is a person' can say, metaphorically, that certain universals

exemplified by God resemble in certain respects universals believed to be
exemplified by, e.g. humans who are persons. No literal expression of the
resemblances is possible, That the resemblances obtain is, on the view 1
am defending, part of the content of thé sense or proposition‘which such a
sentence could metaphorically express.

Again, someone like Searle might be inclined to complain that this
proposal is vague. The only response to this is that we have to rely upon
the context of the utterance of a sentence such as 'God is a person' to
ensure that a reasonably precise senée is expressed. This context is
likely to consist of a community of religious believers, who worship together.
Each of them takes it that their fellow members are directing worship to the
same unsurpassable being as thé being who is the object of their own worship.
Egéh will be aware of at least some of their fellows' beliefs about God.

Some of these beliefs may not be expressible in language, and some of then

will not be entirely comprehensible (see the previous chapter for discussion
of this). It may be that the community in question has some kind of shared
religious experience, All these features of context serve to constrain the

possible senses that 'God is a person' might express., Were we able to be
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entirely explicit and precise about how this happens we would almost have
given a specificatibn of the sense itself in so doing. However, it has
been argued that norliteral specification is possible. Hence we will have
to rest content with our general refléctions here on the influence of

context,

I now turn to a brief consideration of altewnative theories of metaphor,
explaining why, at the very least, they cannot cover all metaphor, and also
why they would not help the Theist. First, I will look briefly at Max
. Black's well known 'interaction! view of metaphor, He considers 'Man is
a wolf'. It has, he claims, two subjects; man or men, the principle i
subject, and Wolf or woives - which is the subsidiary subject. To under-

stand the metaphor we need to understand the system of 'associated

commonplaces' concerning wolves that they are fierce, carnivorous, treacherous,
etce This is é system of popular beliefs about wolves, not all of which may
‘be true'. The effect, then, of (metaphorically) calling a man a "wolf" is

to evoke the wdlf-system of related commonplaces. If the men is a woif, he
preys upon other animals, is fierce, hungry, engaged in constant struggle ...
each of these implied assertions has now to be made to fit the principle
subject (the man) either in normal or abnormal senses... Any'human trait

that can without undue strain be talked about in "Wolf language" will be
rendered prominent, and any that cannot will be pushed into the backbround'.24
For Black, the meaning of the metapﬁor is somehoﬁ a result of the interaction

of a system of beliefs about man, with a system of beliefs - which need not

be true, about wolves. Bléck‘denies that é literal eipression of the metaphor

is possible -~ 'the loss in such cases is a loss in cognitive content...it

(the literal paraphrase) fails to be a translation because it fails to give

the insight that the metaphor did'.?’ Black does allow that there may be

such things as comparison metaphors, but claims that they are trivial and
unimportant.

The problem I have with Black's view, is that he is not so much wrong,
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as not talking about the sense which may get itself metaphorically expressed.

When he says that the meaning of a metaphor is the result of an 'interaction'
he is surely talking about the psyéhological effect of the metaphor on the
hearer. Now, the effect of the metaﬁhor on the hearer - indeed, the effect
of any utterance on the hearer cannot be identified with the sense of the
utterance, although clearly the effect on the hearer will to some extent
depend on the sense expressed by the utterance, Since the version of
compa;;éon theory that I am advancing aims to explain what the sense of
. certain metaphorical utterances is, Black's comments about 'interaction'
are compatible, for the most part, with a comparison account of sense,
Black's observations ab&ut the unawilability of literal paraphrases are
seriously misleading, however. It may be that an utterance which literally
expresses the same sense as that expressed metaphorically by a distinct
utterance, will not have the same effect on a hearer - it will not be so
effective, so vivid, etc, Buf this does not show that the sense expressed
by a metaphorical utterance involving Black's process of 'interaction!®
cannot also be expressed by a literal utterance.

Searle criticises both comparison theories and interaction theories
to such an extent that he feels obliged to put forward a theory of his own.
He argues that the idea of comparison may be involved in the process of
comprehension of metaphor but is not, as he puts it, part of the meaning of
metaphor since the existence of simila;ity is not part of the truth condition
of the sense éxéressed metaphorically by whatever utterance is in qﬁestion.
Since I have already rejected in the foregoing discussion muck of Searle's
criticism of comparison theory I do not feel obliged, as he does, to
abandon comparison theory. Furthermore, the Theist has particular reason
to reject Searle's view. Searle inquires: 'How is it possible for the
speaker to say metaphorically 'S is P' and mean 'S is R' where P plainly
does not mean R: furthermore, how is it possible for the hearer who hears

26
the utterance 'S is P' to know that the speaker means 'S is R'? Searle's
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broad answer, which he details in a complex and sophisticated way at the
end of his paper is fhat the utterance of P calls to mind the meaning, and
hence, truth condition, assogiated with R in the special ways that
metaphorical utterances have of calliﬁg other things to mind, and he
specifies some of these ways. Reverting now to our example of 'God is a
person', a Searlian view of it would be roughly as follows. The Theist says
'God is a person', meaning 'God ;s X', where 'person' plainly does not mean
the same as 'X', but somehow 'god is a person' calls to mind the meaning,
_and hence truth conditions associated with X Now the meaning and truth
conditions associated with ' - is X' are available to the Theist if at all
via the same sort of metéphorical language of which 'God is a person' is
(or so I have suggested) in the first place. We saw earlier that language
about God, if metaphorical because of his ontological transcendence, must be
irreducibly metaphoricél. Otherwise his ontological transcendence is
ultimately infringed. And now, on the Searle view, the Theist will have
the same problem in understanding 'God is X' as he had in understanding 'God
is a person’, and a vicious infinite regress threatens to ensue; vicious
since before the Theist can understand one piece of irreducibly metaphorical
language abopt God he must understand an infinite number of other pieces of
irreducibly metapho;ical language.

21 Davidson argues that there is no

In his paper 'What metaphors mean'
special metaphorical dimension of meaning, but that metaphors are sentences
with an ordinary literal meaning which have certain effects: ‘'Metaphor makes
us see one -thing as another by meking some literal statement that inspires or
prompts the insight'.28 '.owhat we attempt in 'paraphrasing' a metaphor
cannot be to glve its meaning, for that lies on the surface: rather, we
attempt to evoke what the metaphor brings to our attention'.29 I agree with
Davidsonrthat expression typeé and sentence types do not have anything other

than their ordinary meaning when figuring in an utterance which expresses a

sense metaphorically. But in my view it is the combination of the words in
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their standard meaning with the context of the utterance that enables the
sense to get expreséed metaphorically., As against'Davidson, I would want to
deny that any literal expression of a sense goes on in the course of an
utterance which expresses a sense metaphorically. Davidson's idea wbuld be,

presumably, that in say 'Man is a wolf' we have a sense literally expressed to

the effect that Man is a wolf, and that though this is false, it evokes certain

effects in the hearer. But surely, no such sense is expressed. Indeed, it

is difficult to imagine what such a sense would be if it were expressed - it
'ﬁould be nearer incoherence than falsity. And other more interesting :}
metaphors would provide intractable problems for Davidson's claim that a ‘
sense is literally expréssed:

'But I will wear my heart upon my sleeve

For doves to peck at!

(0thello)

It is arguable that a perfectly clear and coherent sense gets expressed
metaphorically here. But if we asked Davidson to provide us with a literally
expressed sense which has such and such effects, I suspect that he would be
utterly at a loss,

To conclude this discussion éf»transcendence language, let us take
stock of what a theory of comparison metaphor can do for the Theist. It
will be recalled that the first question we posed was: how is it possible
for fhe Theist to say something different about God from what he would have
said about a created object with the same language? The suggestion made
in this chaptef ié that the Theist uses comparison metaphor. We defended ‘
the answer by showing that comparison metaphor appears to achie;e similar
feats in other contexts. We attribute a different_property to a sound,
vhen we say 'It was a sharp sound' from the property we attribute to a
knife when we say 'It was a sharp knife', In doing this, it was argued,
we expresé a sense to the effect that certain similaritieé obtain between

the universal sharpness, exemplified by, say knives, and certain universals

exemplified by the sound in question. Context of utterance plays an
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important role in determining what these similarities are supposed to be.
If the Theist does indeed use comparison metaphor to speak of a transcendent

God, then, we saw, this metaphor may well have to be irreducible.
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