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INTRODUCTION

The claim has often been made thaﬁ one must possess
religious feelings to understand religious truth. If we |
are to take this claim seriously, this must mean that re-
ligious feelings are essentially involved in the religious
languagke-verification situation; for it is only in this
area that questions of truth and falsity ari ée.

Since Schleiermacher's The Christian Faith (second

edition published in 1830) and Otto's The Idea of the Holy

(published in 1923) present different versions of the claim
that religious feelings are of central importance in under-
standing religion, I shall use these two books to set up
the problem which is involved in that claim. Two things
must be noted. First, I have selected these two books as
the most limportant versions of the religious feeling claim.
Other choices are, however, possible. Secondly, it is to be
noted that my purpose in discussing Schleiermacher and Otto
is to set up a problem, not to enter into a detailed and
careful discussion of their views in a way which would be
most properly classified as an exercise in the history of
jdeas. The fact that my purpose is so restricted has two
consequences. I will not examine the general position of
Schleiermacher and Otto, but simply the views presented in

the two books mentioned above. Other books will be referred

1l
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to only in so far as they throw light upon The Christian

Faith and The Idea of the Holy. The views presented in

these two books seer complete in their own right, and are
all we need to set up the problem. The second conseduence
is that I will feel free from time to;time bo reconstruct
the positions of Otto and Schleiermacher either in the in-
terest of clarity or for the purpose of reformulating the
position in more contemporary terms.

I would now like to indicate briefly the plan on the
basis of which the thesis is constructed.

Both Schleiermacher and Otto conceive the di.ctum that
relipgious feelings are central to the understanding of re-
ligious truths, in terms which involve an investigation of
the relation of these feelings to God. Schleiermacher con-
ceives the relation to be a causal one (with some qualifi-
éations) while Otto conceives the relation to be a cognitive
one. Now to understand these claims We must know what Schlei-
ermacher and Otto mean by 'God'. This will in turn involve
us in a discussion of the meaning of religious predicates.
Therefore, in the case of both Otto and Schleiermacher, We
will begin with a discussion of the nature of religious feel-
ing, move to a discussion of the meaning of religious predi-
cates, and conclude with a discussion of the relation of
those feelings to a God defined in termms of the predicates
already explained.

I think, however, that we will find these views unsat-

i sfactory. More particularly, We will find (a) that the puta-
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tive cognitive relation is so vague as to be useless in an
attempt to present a fairly precise picture of the-religious
language-verification situation, (b) that the putative
causal connection is unimportant in this connection and (c)
that religious feelings are of little value in the attempt
to elucidate the meaning of religious stat ements.

Tn Part III, I will attempt to present a view which,
while making religious feelings centrai, avoids the diffi-
culties encountered in the preceding two parts. Je will
argue that the 'cash value' of the claim that religious

feelings are central to the understanding of religious truth

is that they play a crucial role in the verificat.ion (not
the meaning) of religious statements. To claim that these
feelings are involved in the verification of religious
statements is uninteresting, however, if wWe do not know
how these statements are to be construed. For it is only
if we know how thééé statements are construed that we can
know precisely what is being verified. ie will therefore
be forced to begin Part III with an account of the meaning

of religious statements.



PART I

SCHLFIERMACHER



CHAPTER 1

A BRTEF SURVEY OF
3CHLEIER ACHER'S POSITICN

In the first part of The Christian Faith Schleier-

‘macher presents us with the following account of the re-
ligious language-verification situation.

| The most imrortant feature of this account is the
centrality of the feeling of absolute dependence. In re-
lation to an object which can be given tOo us as a member of
the erld, Wwe can be both passive and active, i.e., We can
act on it, and it can act on us, but since the possibility
of acting uvpon it always remains open We are free with re-
spect to it, i.e., We are not absolutely dependent. But
though We are not absolutely dependent on anything in the
world, "the self-consciousness Which accompanies all our
activity...is itself precisely a consciousness of absolute
" dependence; for it is the consciousness that the whole of
our spontaneous activity comes from a source outside of us
in just the same sense in which anything towards which We
should have a feeling of absolute freedom must proceed en-
tirely from ourselves."l Thé "whence of our receptive and
active existence, as implied in this self-consciousness, is

to be designated by the word tGod! "% "So that in the first

lFriedrich Schleiermacher, The Christian Faith, ed.

H. R. ackintosh and J. 8. Stewart (Edinburgh: T. and T.
Clark, 1956), p. 16.

Tbid., p. 16.
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instance God signifies for us simply that which is the
co-determinant in this i‘eelingland to which we trace our
being in such a state; and any further content of the idea
must be evdlved out of this fundamental import assigned to
it."1

This special feeling coexists with other feelings
(its dominance is the measure of a2 man's religion) while
particular religious emotions spring from the relation of
the feelingz of absolute dependence to various coexisting
feelings.

Religious discourse is tied to, or arises from, re-
1igious feeling and is nade up of three different forms:
the poetic, the rhetorical, and the descriptively didactic.
The poetic "is always based originally upon a moment of
exaltation which has come purely from within, a moment of
enthusiasm or inspiration...is purely descriptive (darstel-
1_e_n_d), and sets up in géneral outlines images and forus
which each hearer completes for himself in his own peculiar
way. The rhetorical is purely stimulative..."z The third
form is a combination of the other ﬁwo, "an appropriation
of what is given in a direct way in these two forms."3 "It
becomes, less as preaching than as confession, precisely

that third form..."4 "Dogmatic propositions are doctrines

11bid., p. 17.
Ibid., pp. 78-79.
3_I_P_:L_d_., p. 19.
L1bid., p. 19.
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of the descriptively didactic type, in which the highest
possible degree of definiteness is aimed at."l Here a
figuretive expression is "exchanged for a literal one or
transformed into sach by being explained."”? But "dogmatic
propositions never make their original appearance except in
trains; of thought which havef received their impulse from
religious moods of mind..."3 Yo matter how simiiar they
may seem to be to scientific or philosophical propositions,
na difference must always be assunmed.'4

What is the relation of dogmatic religious statements
to religious feelings? "All propositions which the system
of Christian doctrine has to establish can be regarded either
as deseriptions of humarn states, or as conceptions of divine
attributes and .modés of action; or a.s utterances regarding
the constitution of the world; and all three forms have al-
ways subsisted alongside of each other."? The first is "the
fundamental dogmatic form™® and the other two dogmatic forms
are "developed out of propositions of the first form...(and
can]...be reduced to propositions of the first form."7 On

the other hand, since dogmatic propositions are the precise

l1bid., p. 78.
“Ibid., p. 8l.
3Ibid., p. 82.
- kIbid., p. 83.
5Ibid., p. 125.
61_[_‘:_):_1_&1., p. 126,
71Ibid., p. 126.



form of didactic¢ propositions, which are in tum a com-
bination of the rhetorical and poetic forms, and since
the latter are direct expressions of religious emotion,

it would seem that dogmatic propositions must be expres-
sive. 4and in fact it is claimed that "there is only one
type of doctrine, for...it all arises out of the religious
consciousness itself and its direct expression."l

We must now attempt to deal with this account.

lTvid., p. 92.



CHAPTER JI1

THE NATUR® CF THE FEELIKG
CF ABSOLUTE DZPHENDENCE

Since Schleiermacher maintains that the religious
enterprise is somehow founded on a feeling of absolute de-
pendence, We must ask what he means by the feeling of ab-
solute dependence. But our first task must be the exami-
nation of his use of the word 'feeling' it self.

He begins by saying that feeling is eguivalent to
self-consciousness but aquickly adds that thesé terms are
not synonymous (they delimit one another! and that he does
not mean 'self-reLIectlon'--the contemplatlon of cnes own
states--by t gel f-consciousness.t Joy and sorrow are para-
digm cases of feeling., What does this come to0? He ap-
parently wishes to exclude anything which we might describe
as a sensation. Thus, 'I feel pain in my right foot' or
17t feels hot! 6r tTt feels as if I were floating' can be
translated into the following statements without any obvious
‘1loss of meaning: 'I have a painful sensation in my right
foot!,'This gives me a sensation of heat! or 'I have a-float-
ving sensation'. (The fact that he excludes sensations is
jmportant in view of the fact that floating sensations, sen-.
sations of light and warmth, peculiar tactual sensations,

etec., often accompany thOSe experlences in which the mystic

claims to have a direct experience of God. 1If sensations

l1bid., p. 6.
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are not feelings, then the sensations involved in some
mystical experiences are not involved in the feeling of
absclute dependence.) What Schleiermacher does Want to
refer to by the use of 'feeling' is perhaps better de-
scribed as an emotion or attitude--affective states with-
out a definite location, such as joy or sorrow. It is
certainly the case that emotions and attitudes may be re-
ferred to as 'feelings'--'1 feel so happy', 'He feels that
he ought to help the poor'--and in dealing with Schleier-
macher T shall use 'feeling' in this sense so as to include
emotions, attitudes and moods and to exclude sensations.
Why is 'feeling' delimited by 'self-consciousness'?
We must firét notice that 'self-consciousness' is always
opposed to the objective consciousness and to spontaneous
activity, and seems properly to be the domain of the af-
fective 1life. It is not clear to me that Schleiemacher
means anything more than that we are aware of these states;,
i.e., are conscious of them,
What are the characteristics of feeling? (a) Feel-

ing is passive. As such it is opposed to cognition in
‘which we are active.l (Since Schleiermacher maintains that
the mind supplies the forms which structure experience a la
Kant.) (b) More important, "feeling sometimes comes to rest

in a thinking which fixes it."2 But the—*other' which is

l1bid., p. 8.
2Tbid., p. 10.
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the cause of feeling is not presented as an object in the
jmmediate self-consciousness, i.e., in feeling. The search
for the 'other' is the search for a cause and this is a
separate activity. Thus, feeling'differs from perceontion
where the object is directly presented to us.l

_ Now what in particular is the feeling of absolute
dependence? In the first place, it is a feeling which we
can only take up in relation to an object on which we are
unable to act. It is to be contrasted with a feeling of
absolute freedom which we have in relation to an object

which proceeds entirely from ourselves, i.e., Which is en

tirely dependent on ourselves. With respect to most ob-
jects, however, We feel both dependent and free--that is
they can act on us and we can act on them. NKow no parti-
cular content of conscidusness involves a feeling of ab-
solute dependence since the object presented is always an
object in the world, and it is at least pbssible L0 act on
any finite object, i.e., on any member of the world re-.
garded as a whole made up of finite objects.2 The feeling
of denmendence then cannot be absolute in relation to any
spepific object in the world. That on which we feel ab-
~ solutely dependént must then be somehow outside the world.
| In the second place, the feéling in question in-
volves opposing all of finite being, ourselves included,

to something outside of finite being on which it is denen-

lrpid., pp. 13, 19.
21pid., p. 16.
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dent. The mamner in which feeling accomplishes this is
rather mysterious, but what Schleiemacher seems toO have
jn mind is this: the feeling of absolute dependence is a
consecuence of my own nature and,ciréumstances and the
nature and circumstances of that on which I am dependent.
But the only thing in my nature and circumstances which is
relevant to this feeling is the fact that I am finite.

Now why do T include the world along with myself in op-
posing myself to God? Because the system is within our-
selves precisely because there is a system.l Schleier-
macher apparently means something like this: We structure
or order experience with our concepts and judgments. AS
such néture is, in part at least, of our own making. The
world, considered as a system of nature, would therefore
be included in the self which is set in the relation of
dependence to God.

In the third place, the feeling of absolute depen-
dence is common to all receptivity, to all affective life.
The feeling always accompanies sensible consciousness,2
i.e., the feeling of absolute dependence always accompanies
some other feelings. Is this connection adventitious or is
it essential? There are two senses in which the connection
between the feeling of absolute dependence and other feel-

ings might be necessary. (a) Since the feeling of absolute

l1bid., p. 138.
2Tbid., p. 21.
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dependence in some way involves an awareness of God, it
might be that this awareness, whatever it might be, is
impossible without those other feelings in the way in
which the perception of a chair involves certain color
sensations. In this case the various feelings would make
up or constitute--in part at least--the feeling of abso-
lute dependence. (b} It seems more likely, however, that
while Schleiemacher thinks the connection is necessary, |

t is necessary simply in the sense that various tactual

 dd

sensations, visual sensations, feelings of pain and pleasure,
etc., must accompany us in so far as We are sensing and
feeling members of the world. That is, We always have
sensations and feelings of this sort if we are conscious

at all and therefore if the feeling of absolute dependence
always accomvanies as it will always be accomoahied by

these sensations and feelings.,

Finally, the feeling of absolﬁte dAependence isva
non-sensuous feeling.l What is a non-sensuous feeiing?
Perhaps Schleiermacher means only that the feeling in cues-
tion is not an appetite or hunger, not like the pleasure
derived from sex or food. But this Would mean that the
feeling of absolute dependence was non-sen sual not non-
sensuous. Perhaps he simply means to reject the view that
the feeling of absolute dependence is in any sense a sensa-

tion like pain or a warm tactual impression. If so, then,

1Ibid., p. 488.
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as we have already seen, the feelihg of absolute depen-
dence is more like sorrow than pain--a mood, emotion or
attitude rather than a sensation,

This aceount of the feeling of absolute dependence
raises certain difficulties which T would now like to con-
sider. Tn the first place, Schleiemacher claims that
the feeling always accompanies our sensible self-conscious-
ness; Tt is not at all clear that We are constantly aware
of any given affective state. Perhaps the best candidate
would be those states which constitute our somatic field,
but Schleiemacher obviously does not have this in mind.
“urthemore, the states which constitute our somatic field
are sensations, not feelings in the recuired sense. anin,
jt is not clear that we are always aware of these states.
e are certainly not always conscious of them if con sciou s=
ness involves a direction of‘the attention to menbers of
the somatic field. (Though since Schleiermacher does not
mean self-reflection by self-conscion sneS;é, this is no ob-
jection.) But if the somatic field is not intended, and
it pretty obviously is not, are there, as a matter of fact,
any other sensatiéns or feelings which always accompany us?
If we take 'feeling' as referring to:a mood or emotion, it
wo@ld‘séem unlikely that there is a feeiing'which a2lways
accompanies us. Perhaps then, what is in guestion is not
a mood or emotion but a constant attitude which we in fact
have and which is common to all mankind. Whether there is

any such attitude (let alone one called 'the feeling of ab-

1o
<
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solute dependence') seems doubtful., Presumably the cues-
tion is a féctual one and to be decided on emnnirical grounds.
I suggest, however, that Schleiermacher has reached this
position, not on the basis of ar empirical investigation,
however sketchy, but as the conclusion of the following
argument: We are finite at every stage of cur existence
and recornize ourselves to be so, Since the feeling of
absolute dependence is the feeling of finiteness and there=-
fore the result of such-a recognition, it nust always—ac-
company us. However, the conclusion would not seem to
have a high degree of antecedent probability and until a
factual investigation is made, we might prefer to deny the
coniclusion and one of the premises. e may, for example,
admit that we are always finite yet deny that we always
feel finite, and, therefore, feel absolutely dependent.
Yowever, We encounter our major difficulty when we
attempt to discover the criteria by which the presence of
the feeling of absolute dependence may be recognized in
ourselves and others. Now it may be thought that since
the feeling always accompanies us, We are unable in prin-
cinle to di scover criteria which would distinguish those
situations in which the feeling of absolute dependence is
present from those situations in which it is not present.
However, Schleiermacher recognizes that thg feeling 1is
dominant (in the foreground of consciousness) only in cer-
tain people at certain times. In the majority of men, the

feeling is present but only as a potentiality for, or dis-
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position towards, the feeling of absolute dependence in its
full-blown form where it dominates consciousness., w@e Will
then ask, what are the criteria for the presence of the
feeling, when the feeling is dominant, for it is in cases
in which Schleiermacher would say that the feeling is domi-
nant that We'would.say that a man .s experiencing religious
feelings. (aAnd if to say that everyone has the God-con=-
scicusness is to say that everyor.e hés it at least poten-
tially, then to ask under what circumstances the God-con-
sciousness is dominant is to ask under what circumstances
it actually occurs.)

Now the feeling of zbsolute dependence (&s wWe shall
sec) is somehow supposed tO precede statements about God
and serve as their foundation. But how can we feel depen-
dent wWithout having rreviously identified that on which we
feel dependent? I pight say, 'I feel dependent on my
family.' But this presuvpposes that T can identify my
family either by gestures Or by a descrivtion. Speaking
materially it seems jmpossible to know that T have a feel-
ing of derendence Witﬁoﬁi being aware of that on which I
feel dependent, ~But absolute dependence is a dependence
on God. If so, T must be able to identify God. I cannot
point to Him, so I must be able to describe Him. But I
can only describe Him if T know that certain God-statements
are true, and these statements somehow rest on the feeling
of absolute dependence.. Schleiermacher might reply that

he can identify the feeling of absolute dependence indepen-
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dently of its object by a description of the following
sort: 'I feel as T do when I am dependent on some Object
or other, say my family'. That is, I describe one feeling
by comnaring it with another feeling wnich is like it in
some respects and which I can jdentify. But how am I to

di stinguish between a feeling of denendence on ny family,

a possiblc feeling of dependence on, sav Jupiter regarded
as a phenomenon among phenomena though a supremely poWer-
ful one, and the feeling of absolute dependence which is
daused by God--an object which is _s\_l_E_eglat.ural? Scnleler-
macher W6u1d certainly want to maintain that there is a
difference, but is‘the difference s;imply one of degree Or
is it a qualitative difference? If the former is the case,'
then it would seem that it might be very difficult to dis-
tinguish the dependence-feeling caused by Jupiter and that
caused by God. The strength qf'ra feelins wWill orly admit
of very rough measurements. But suppose thé difference is
qualitative. Can We describe the difference in feeling
without usmg synonyms? It would seen not. How, then,

can I dls’tlngU.lSh a feeling of devendence on some spe01f1c
object from a feeling of absolute dependence except by say-
ing that one is caused by a finite object and that the
other is caused by an infinite objeci? This seems to be
what Schleiermacher does. But now I can identify the feel-
ing in question only b}? saying that it is caused by God.
But this supposes that I know to some extent what God is,

that T know certain staterents about God to be true. But
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the feeling of absolute dependence is supposed to es-
tablish these statements, e are back where We started.

I can identify the presence of the feeling of absolute |
dependence only by means of true statements Which are es-
tablished with the help of the feeling which is to be
identified by means of them.

Perhaps it would be better to say that the feeling
of absolute dependence is the sort of feeling which fol-
lows upon the realization that Wwe are absolutely dependent
upon some object. But this makes the realization prior to
the feeling, and Schleiermacher seems to want to make the
feeling itself fundamental. He must then say that the
feeling leads to the realization rather than the other
way around. Now T suppose we do speak of vague feelings
followed by a flash of insight. But is this to say any-
thing more than that we have certain vague ideas, hunches,
etc., accompanied by feelings of uneasiness which are the
result of a desire for the solution of some problem? and
that often a solution will then present itself which puts
an end to our uneasiness. But Schleiemmacher cannot accept
this. In religion the feeling of absolute dependence is
self-sufficient. He does not say that religious state=-
ments offer a balm to a previous uneasiness which is a coni-
ponent of religious feeling. (n the contrary, religious
statement.s express the feeling and may fail to do it Jjustice,
Tt ig the statements (solutions) which are suspect and the

source of uneasiness, not the feeling on which they are
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based. Uneasiness is not a constituent of the fceling
of absolute dependence excent incidentally (it may con-
viet us of sin) and is therefore not analogous to the
feeline states which nrecede a sudden rcalization or
flash of insight. (Tt should be noted that the feelings
of uneasiness need not immediately precede the flash of
insight but may be separated from it by a longer or
shorter temporal interval.)

Perhaps the feeling does somehow precede reali-
zation but the case is analogous to that in whigh we have

vague feelings of Jjoy or sorrow and are unable to'put

r
-~

our finger on any adecuate cause at the tine, though We
later hit uvon an adequate explanation. But the analogy
is not sufficiently close. In many moments of depression
it may be difficult to~pick out more than a few elements
| in the situation which have caused the mood in question.
A person might say,"I simply feel sad, that's all' or
'T don't know why, but T am so happy'. But it would per-
haps be odd for him to say, 'I just feel dependent, that‘é
all! or 'I don't know why, but T feel so dependent' with-
out some indication from previous remarks or context of
that on which he is denendent.
Tt seems then in practice to be quite difficult to

identify the feeling of absolute depeﬁdence without mel-
tioning God. But Schleiermacher has Set out "to onpose

the view that this feeling of dependence is itself condi-
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tioned by some previous knowledge about God. ™l

Our principal difficulty, then, has been the at-
tempt to find adequate criteria for identifying the feel-
ing of absolute dependence. The only ones wWhich seem ac-
centable are those which characterize the feeling by re-
ference to its object--God. Tnis attempt can only be suc-
cessful, however, if We can characierize God, i.e., deter-
mine the nature of that on which we are dependent. The.
difficulty with this is that the feeling of absolute de-
pendence is used by Schleiermacher to both explain the
source of relirious statements and to determine their
truth. Hence an adequate characterization of God, while
necessary to idehtify the feeling, bresupposes that we

know and can use the feeling.

l1pid., p. 17.



CHAPTER TIT

SCHLETEMACHER'S VI®X/ OF THE NATURE
OF RWLIGIOUS STATEMENTS

A, We must ask how, for Schleiermacher, God is related
to the feeling of absolute dependence and will explore the
possibility that the relation is a causal one. But before
we can ask about the relation of God to the feeling of ab-
solute dependence, it would seem that an analysis of the
meaning of religious statements, i.e., statements about
God, is necessary. How, then, does Schleiermacher con-
strue religious statements?

K Religious stqpements are of three sorts according
to Schleiermacher: (a) poetical statements which are
based on a2n entisiasm which expresses itself in pictures
and figures of speech, {b) rhetorical statements wnich are
presumably commendatory and directive and (c) the descrip-
tively didactic statements of which dogmatic statements
are a sub-class.l

Poetical and rhetorical stateménts are in some sense
the foundation of didactic statements. I shall consider
them together. BEnthusiasm naturally expresses itself in
poetrv and thus in images, metaphors and broad panoramic
pictures. Preaching uses rhetorical language to stimulate
and direct. As such both are characterized by the use of

emotively charged terms which are direct expressions of re-

l1bid., p. 78.
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ligious feelings. Now I will suggest that Schleiermacher
conceives the relation of dogmatic statements to poetical
religious statements to be something like that of a literal
paraphrase to the poem of which it is a paraphrase. Such

a relation, at least at first glance, is an intelligible
one. But the other transition from religious feelings

and the feeling of absolute decendence in particular to
poetical statements is by no means clear. Titere seems tO
be no question but that a verbal bicture or figure of
speech may carry & great deal of emotive significance and
in fact may cause certain appropriate emotional responses.
But Schleiermacher wWants to make relisious feelings some-
how prior to the nictures and figures of speech which ex-
press them. It is vossible that all Schleiermacher means
by this is that the feelings in uuestion are more impor-
tant to the religious life than the pictures which exp:ess
them. But I believe he means more thzan this--that in some
sense the feelings are logically prior to the pictures,

and are their justification. Nor is he, I think, simply
saying that emotions are cavsal antecedents of the pictures
--simoly some sort of necessary condition for the presenta-
tion of ﬁhese verbal pictures in poetic language. Rather
the transition is a peculiarly appropriate one. The‘feel;
ings are to justify the pictures in some sense. But how
do feelings justify a particular verbal picture? The re-
Jjation would seem to be the other way around. I may Jjus-

tify certain feelings and aesthetic responses by indicating
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the verbal pictures which inspire them, i.e., my feelings
‘'may be appropriate or the reverse in respect to é certain
picture. But does this ever work in reverse? It might
seer that there are such cases. I might choose one figure
of speech in nreference to another. If asked why, I might
reply, 'I just like it--I get a warm glow in the one case
which is absent in the other'. But notice here that what
I am justifyine is my choice of the picture or figure of
speech, not che picture or figure of speech itself. So
the relation does not run both ways. Features of the ver-
bal picture may make a response appropriate, i.e., may
justify it, But my feelings of preference, etc., &t best
justify the choice rather than the nicture itself. Nor
is the distinction simply a verbal one. «~hat would it be
like to justify a picture? ‘E_can certainly Justify an
evaluation of & picture, but mv evxluation is a statement
about thg picture or figure of speech and not the piéturé
or figure of speech itself. T can think of one way in
which relicious feelings might be said to justify certain
pictures. They would do so if they were cognitive, if
they grasped an object in the way in which'our senses
grasp objects. This sort of claim will be discussed in
Part II. |
There is still another possibility which I shall

only mention here but will elaborate in Part III. This is
that the object of religious feelings may be a person

judged to be hdly and conseduently an authority. The ob-
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ject of the feeling (the authority) then furniéhes us
with verbal pictures, figures of speech, etc., which,
gsince they are as intinately bound up with the authority
as his acticons, must be considered appropriate in so far
as the authority remains tne object of religious feeling.

Let us now tum to dogmatic statements, «s We
have seen, dogmatic propositions are a cpecies of didac=-
tie language in which "the hizhest possible degree of de-
finiteness is aimed at",l What, then, is didactic lan-
ruage? It is a "derivative and secondary form" which com-
bihes the two preceding ones. It is not clear to me pre-
ci sely what Schleiermacher means by didactic language.

But since dogmatics is Where didactic language is most
precise, it is possible that the difference is simply one
of degree, i.e., dogmatic language is more vrecise and em-
ploys fewer emotive terms than other sorts of didactic
language, but is otherwise the same. I shall then proceed
to an exanination of 3chleiermacher's account of dogmatic
pronositions.

The fifst nuestion we must.asx is whether dogmatic
prooositions express feélings, describe them, state their
causes Or are related to thex in some other way.

Now if religious statements are about the causes of
religious feelings, they will presunably take the form 'God
causeS...' But this cannot explain the meaninz of religious

statements since it is itself a religious statement, and

l7pid,, n. 78.



25
stands in need of clarification,

Do dogmatic statements simoly express religious
feelings? If so, how are we to distinguish them from po-
etic religious statements? It is preci sely the difference
which we are interested in establishing, sgain, though
there is some sense in which Schleiermacher wants to maine
tain that dogmatic statements express feelings, it is by
no means clear that the relation he has in mind is the
sort of relation which holds betwWween 'Hurrah' and my feel-
ing of enthusiasm, i.e. where the expression gives vent to
and communicates enthusiasm. (I shall call this 'the nar-
row sense of expression.') He may simply mean that dog-
matic propositions are caused by feeling, or perhaps they
are related to feeling in some other way--perhaps the feel-
ing is described by religious statements, etc, :hen Schleier-
-macher says that dogmatic propositions express feelings, Ve
are not justified in concluding any more than that the pro-
positions in cuestion and feelings are related. ~urther-
more, it seems to be one of the tasks of dogmatics to elim-
inate or tone down the enotive and figurative terms used
in other sorts of religious language, furthemore, pOetié
expressions are those which express (in the narrow sense)
religious feelings. I conclude, then, that the relation
of dogmatic statements to religious feelings is not that of
expression (in the narrow sense).

Do dogmatic statements describe religious feeling?

Schleiermacher says that they do, but it is not clear what
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he means. 4 description would seem to involve some sort

of phenomenological approach. 4 pure desc-iption of the
feeling would be inadequate since presumably the person

who uses‘dogmatic language is interested in the object
tdwards which the feeling is directed and not simply in

the feeling itself, Perhaps Schleiermacher is misled by

an analogy with visual perception., If asked to describe -
a certain visual sensation I might reply, e.g., 'It is

as if I saw a tree' or 'Jt is as if I saw a red object'

or 'I seemed to see such and such a color and such and

such a shape'. That is, visual sensations are senéations
of something and so a description.of them will involve a
description of a (nossible) object. The connection be-
tween feeling and objects of feeling seems much more tenu-
ous however. Does happiness have an object in the sense
that sight‘or hearing does? If not, a description of hap-
piness or pain would not involve the mentioning of an&
object of the feeling or enotion, in any intimate way.

(I might have to describe happiness as 'the sort of emotion
which is caused by certain kinds of occasions' but thesg
occasions are not object.s of havpiness in therway in which
a table is the object of certain visual sensations, though
they may cause it.,) This is simply to say that feeling

is not perception. T. suggest that by overlooking this

Schl eiermacher may have thought that an adequate deécription
of the feeling of absolute dependence would involve men-

tioning its object and was therefore content to say that dog-
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matic propositions are descriptions of religious feelings.

I shall now attempt to ciarify Schleiermacher's
implicit theory of dogmatic statements by examining the
use of dogmatic statements according to Schleiermacher
and by examining his analysis of statements which ascribe
some quality or activity to God.

1. The Use of Dogmatic Statements: Dogmatic statements

do three jobs. They render the images of poetic langauge'
precise, thev justify some of them and exclude others.

“e have seen that dogmatic statements stand in an
indet erminate relation to religisus feelings and that they
constitute a "derivative and secondary form™ of religious
languagel which combines roetic and rhetorical language.

T suggest that the primary relation is a precising one,
connected With religious feelings only via poetic and
rhetorical religious statements, That is, ﬁhe images
which result frou feeling are subjected to a certain pre-
cising operation in order to make them more distinct and
self-consistent. This would give us "the high degree of
definiteness"< we want in a dogmatic proposition. The re-
lation of dogmatic propositions to rhetorical statements
seems less clear but perhaps consists in the fact that they
can both be used for the same purpose--to stimulate and
direct (among other things dogmatic propositions direct

us how to use poetic religious language). What seems to

l1bid., o. 79.
2Ipbid., p. 78.
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happen is this: Dogmatic statements state the quintes-
sence of the poetic statements or are a literal paraphrase
of them. More is required than this however. "Scientific
form" is essential. Language must be dialectical in that
it is to be "formed in a technically correct manner,”l
that is, the presentation nust be systematic and logically
coherent...%It must be in accord with the rules of logic,
and it must be free from contradictions., Contradictions
in poetic language are to be resolved by an appeal either
to the utterances of Christ or to other dogmatic proposi-
tions. Furthemore, "scientific form™ seems to involve

a certain factual plausibility as well as freedom from
contradiction. (Thus miracles, for example, are suspect
if regarded as special manifestations of the deity, since
it has so oftén turmned out to be the case that what was
once regarded as a miracle has been found capable of being
explained wholly in terms of natural causes.)

Dogmatic statements, then, are derived from poetic
statements, but these dogrr_xatic statements in turn seem to
serve as checks on the poetic statements. The precising
of poetic statements Seems -to involve judgments of relative
importance. Certain pictures are selected as the primary
ones.. YWhen these are presented in a reasonably precise
way, they will help to keep peripheral figures and images

in line with the essential ones.

But dogmatic statements not only control poetic

lipid., p. 118.
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statements, they also seex to me tO serve as justifica-
tions of the feeling expressed in various figures and
pictures of noetic language. Sunpose someone shouts,
tHurrah for Reilly'. We may take issue by saying, 'why
do you shout? 3Reilly is no good since he beats his wife,
never gives money to beggars, etc.'! -#e deny that his en-
shusiasm is well founded. Now by dragging in these cri-
teria We are not simply trying to change the Derson's
attitude, though this is probably involved. ie believe
there are certain conditions under which the emotions or
feelings in ocuestion are justifiable. There are 'things‘
worth shedding tears over.! w~e can say that a person is
‘riot worth a curse.' I am suggesting, then, that dogmatic
statements might be regzrded as the criteria for saying
that a particular feeling was justified in the circun-

stances. PBut the difficulty is this, if religious emotions

_are the (logical) foundation of dogmatic statements, how

can the latter be used to justify the former? Furthermore,

dogmatic propositions would justify an emotion only in so

far as the putative justifying statements Were true. Je

must then discuss the Guestion of the truth and falsity

of religious statements and will do so in the next section.
There are other d:).gmatic statements :the purpose of

which seems only to exclude certain possible poetic state-

ments. Thus consider Schleiermacher'!s discussion of the

Trinity.l 1God is three persons in one' is not logically

1Ibido 9 ppc 7’1'2-510
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coherent as it stands. It can best be regarded as a rule
which would exclude certain propositions such as 'Christ
is nore (less) important than the Father' or 'There are
three gods' or 'Christ and the Father are manifestations
of some one entity’'.

I suggest, then, that Schleiermaéher is implicitly
presenting us with a hierarchy of religious statements.
On the first level are noetic statements and rhetoriecal
statements. Then come vositive dogmatic stateﬁents which
are clarifications of the poetic statements. These also
serve to keep the riot of possible nictures and figures
of speech in line. (Both poetic and dogmatic statements
may be used to justify religious feelings.) Cn the high-
est 1evel would stand certain rules such as the Trinity-
statement which would exclude both certain poetic state-
ments and certain dogmatic statements.

2, Analvsis of Dogmatic Statements: I have suggested

that dogmatic statements may profitably be regarded as
literal paraphrases of poetic religious statements. But

if this is the case we must ask ourselves what terms are
available for such a paraphrase. hat kind of statement

do we Fet--2 scientific one, a metaphysical one, an ordin-
ary language statement? I suggest that the sort of literal
paraphrase Schleiermacher has in mind is one which will em-

ploy philosophical terminology. Philosophical concepts

are employed in dogmatics.l Apparently, however, they

l1bid., p. 93.
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change their meanin=z.l 'God creat:d the world' means
one thing in netaphysics and another in dogmatics. Jhat,
then, is involved in the shift of meanine? There seemn tO
be several vossibilities. (a) Different methods of veri-
fication may be relevant in the two contexts;' (b) The
—statement may be used for different purposes in the two
contexts. (c) The change may be like that from 'she has
a garden in her face' as used in ordinary language and as
used in poetry. In ordinary iangﬁage such a statement
would be obviously false, though the fact that we‘can un-
derstahd it in an bydinary language sense is shown by the
absurd pictures which come to mind. In poetry the same
sentence méy be ouite in order however, ow Walch of
these altematives is tenable? Or is there some fourth
altermative?

If Schleiermacher has the first altemative in nind,
the difference Would scer: to be that while metaphysical
statements are supported by certain arguments and general
principles--perhaps an appeal to certain very general facts
--,dogmatic statements are ultimately based on religious
feeling and their adeqﬁacy or inadeauacy to religious feel-
ings is in some sense the ground of thelr truth or falsity.
But if this is what Schleiermacher means, the éccount of
dogmatic propositions is incomplete until he has given us
an analysis of metaphysical assertions themselves, i.e.,

if they differ in method of verification and yet have sorie-

17pid., p. 83.
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thing else in common, We must determine thls coimon elenent,
and to determine wWhat dogmatic statenents have in couuion
with metaphysical statemnents, We must understand the logic
of metaphysical statements.

Or perhaps the same staterient is simply used for
different purposes. The statnment, e.%., 'God created the
world! is used in religion to buttress religious feelings
and in fact is a clarification of their more poetic ex-
pressions--the interest is in maintaining and exnressing
religious feelings while in metaphysics the statement is
intended simply to give us true information about the
structure of the world. (That the purpose in view changes
a metaphysical statement into a feligious statement is
sugpested by Schleiermacher's discussion of angels.l
--Take a statement about angels. Sucli a statemeat is not
escential to the maintenance of'religious attitudes. Con-
sequently We may regard it as & metanhysical or empiriecal
claim about the world, and turn tne question as to its
truth or falsity over to metaphysics or science.)

Mow both the above possibilities presunpose an ade-
quat e account of the meaning of metaphysical statements
and nerhavs this couid be supplied. But until it is sup-
plied we do not have an account of the meaning of religious
statements {since they mean the same).
| The third alternative vresents us wWwith a greater dif-

ficulty however., Tt makes some sense to say that dogmatic

1l
Ibid., pp. 156-60.
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statements are literal paraphrases of noetic statements,
where a translation of poetic statements into metaphysical
statements is intended. But suppose the dogaatic state-
ment stands to the metapnysical statement in the sort of
relation that a pnoetic statement stands to a statement in
ordinary language. If so, religious poetic statements
are not being translated into metaphysical 'statements but
into somethihg which seems to mean in a cuite different
way even though thé sare terms are employed in both. Cur
problen is doubled. For notice what we nust do. To un-
derstand noetry one must understand ordinary language.
3ut this is not sufficient. That it is not sufficient is
shown by the fact that we can imagine someone who takes all
noetic statements literally. He understands ordinary lan-
guage but not poetry. He needs something else. Iow if
religious statements stand in this sort of relation to
A metéphysical statements we have a double problem, e must
first uncerstand metaphysical statements as before, plus
a 'something else'. But perhaps the relation runs the other
way and religious statements are prior to metaphysical ones.
If so, then it will nct help us understand religious state-
ments to understand metaphysical ones. 3ut if not, we are
back where we started. ‘hat is the meaning of religious
statements?

Perhaps, though, Schleiermacher has something else
in mind. Dogmatic propositions can taXe three forms. They

can be (a) descriptions of human affective states or (b)
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statements about the constitution of the world or (c)
statements about divine attributes and modes of action,l
That is, dogmatics can be set up in its entirety using
any one of these three sorts of statements. But this
seems to suggest that given any one of these sorts of
statements, we can find an ecuivalent statement, or set
of statenents, for each of the other tw> sorts, l.e., a
proposition of one sort can be translated into a proposi-
tion of another sort. This would certainly base dogmatics
scuarely on religious feelings, for if the various sorts
of statement are interchangable, then ciOgmatic statements
about the world or God can be reduced to statements inich

describe or present (darstellen) religious feelings. How

this is to be effected, however, is unclear. In the first
place (a) would seem to be a phenomenological description,
(b) an empirical statement, and (c) a metaphysical state-
ment. Schleiermacher's program would then suggest that
mﬂgtaphysical assertions can be reduced to enpirical asser-
{iﬁions and phenomenological descriptions, and this seems
unobviouskto say the least.

Presumably statements about the world would include
statements about the causes and conditions of the presence
of the feeling of absol;xte dependence, i.e., psychological
statements. But how such a statement could be reduced to
a mere description of that feeling seems very unclear. That

js, how can 'x causes y' be reduced to 'y has features a, b,

l1pid., p. 125.
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¢' unless of cource We include the cause as one of its
features. BPut then, to say that x causes y of such and
such a description would be analytic since x's causal ef-
ficacy is one of those features. #gain, the cause of a
phenomenon wWould seem to be part of its explanation, not
part of its description.

The greatest difficulty seems to be the dissipation
of statements about God--statements wh-ich predicate at-
trioutes of the deity or which assert relations to hold
vetween God and the world, Sunpose We take the statema t
'The feeling of absblute dependence is the being of God
in the individual'.,l This statement should be capable of
being replaced by one which is simply a description of the
feeling of absolute dependence. That is, one in which 'God!
does not occur. But if statements about feelings are con-
sidered by Schleiermacher to be the fundamental ones (and
they are) then statements about God are simply disguised
st;ateménts about religious feelings, and Schlei ermacher
surely does not want to maintain this.

I suggest, then, that what Schleiermacher may have
had in nmind is that theré are three sorts of dogmatic as-
sertions, no one of which can be reduced to the others, but
that statements about féeiing are somehow more important
than the others, or establish the others in some Way.

3yt this would suggest that religious statements are

of three types: phenomenological statements, psychological

l1bid., p. 387.
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statements, and metaphvsical statements (the three types
mentioned above). But since religion is neither phenonen-
ology, nor psychology nor metaphysics, nor a combination
of them, he must mean that there are three sorts of re-
ligious statements like these three sorts of'statements
(perhaps they employ the same terms)., But if this is the
case, We are again presented with all the difficulties-
which we found in Schleiermacher's agsimilation of dog-
matic statezents to metaphysical statements. He rust tell
us how they are like and how they differ.

Finally we must notice that Schl eiermacher's pre-
sentatidn also requires an analogy theory of meaning. To
shcw that this is the case, We need onlv examine his anzlvsis
of two predicates 'wise' and tloves us'. The most important
stztement in Christianity is tGod is love and God is wise'.1
Tf Schleiermacher is driven to an analogical treatment of
+hese two most important predicates,rit Will he fair to con-
clude that his theory is essentially incomplete without an
analogy theory of the meaning of (at least some) religious
predicates,

Tn the first place there should {on such a view) be
a corresponding statement about the feeling of absolute de-
pendence and its modifications. Perhaps 'God's causality
is undivided' could, for example, be paired with 'The feel-
ing of absolute dependence is a simple feeling'. But though

our feelineg is undivided or simple, it can be modified in

l1bid., pp. 746, 730-31.
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various ways, so nresumably a statement about God's love
corresponds to a statement about some modification of our
feeling of absolute dependence while a statement &about
God's wisdom corresponds to a statement about some other
modification of our feeling. Since the feeling-statement
is the fundamental one, it would presum2bly help us to un-
derstand the God-statement. But what precisely is the modi-
fication of feeling which corresponds to God's wisdom?
This view will not be very helpful until it has been worked
out in detail.

The explanation which we are offsred, however, is
slightly different.l God's love for us is the dominance
of the Nod-consciousness in us. God's Wisdom is the adapta-
tion of means to this end. 30 far we might take these ex-
planations literally. 3ut Schl ei ermacher maintains that
strictly speaking God's attributes are indistinguishable.
Thus the wisdom=His love. PRut this impnlies that the domi-
nance of the God~consciousness=the adaptation of means to
this end. Surely it is fair to say at this point that words
2re being used in stretched or analogous senses., +«e may

note too that at one place in The Christian raith Schleier-

macher admits that we draw God's attributes from an analogy
with human attributes.? Schleiermacher is then actually
working with some form of an analogy theory. But this pre-

supposes a theory of analogy which Schleiermacher fails to

lipvid., pp. 732-33.
21vbid., pp. 411-12-
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offer.l

I conclude, therefore, that what Schleiermacher's

account reguires is an analogy theo~y of the meaning of

religious statements. This is not presented in The Christian
Faith, and so the account of religious statements contained

therein is inadecuate,

——

lHe cannot maintain that all statements are analogous,
since if so he would be vlaced in the following situation--
a situation in which Auguste Sabatier finds himself. Thus
Sabatier maintains in Outlines of a Philosophy of Religion
(New York: Harper and Brothers, 1357), that all religious
statements are symbols which always remain vartially in-
adecuate, There are two objections to this. One is that
the statement that all statements about God are inadecuate
to His nature is itself about God, Unless it includes itself
within its scope (and T do not think that it does) at least
one statement about God is non-gymbolic., The second ob-
jection is this: Why even accept the claim that all state-~
ments about God are inadequate symbolic ones? The only
reason I can see is that God is of such and such a nature.
But the statement that God is of such ana such a2 nature is
literal or not. If not, the same question arises again.
If it is literal, then it is false that all statenents
about God are symbolic, On the other hand, if only some
statements are analogous or symbolic and are to be explained
in terms of certain statements which are neither symbolic
nor analogous, then it is precisely the latter wWhich in-
terest us since they are more fundamental.
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B. What methods of verification are appropriate for
dogmatic propositions? Under precisely what conditions
is a dogmatic proposition true? Schleiemacher seeus to
gpggest.several nossibilities. However, it does not seem
to be the case that any one of those criteria proposed is
the criterion of the truth of a dogmatic statement. There
is rather a series of criteria all more or less relevant

to the truth claim,

Since dogmatic propositions seei to be literal para-
phrases of rhetorical and poetic statements Wnich express
religious feeling, one criterion would seem to be the ade-
quacy of dogmatic statements to the feeling from whicn
they are ultimately derived. Now in what sense can one
dogmatic statement be more adecuate to religious feeling
than another? It could be more adecuate if it expressed
the feeling more adecuately. &~ dogmatic proposition is
true, then, if it exvresses a certain religzious feeling
which it was designed to express, The criterion of truth
is then one of success--success in communicating or express-
ing the feeling We want to express or comuunicate. FPerhaps,
say, a novel combination of words expresses an emotion
better than some comon worm out formula, because it is
more striking or something of the sort. But though ade-
quacy in this sense (i.e., adequacy in communicating and ex-
pressing feeling) would certainly furnish some sort of ground

for preferring one formulation of a feeling to another, it

seems unlikely that 3chleiermacher would be content with
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this. For one thing, the adequacy criterion as above
stated would apply to poetic statements as well as dog-
matic statements. However, it might be the case that
both sorts of statements have the same kind of truth con-
ditions,

"urthemore, there is another sense in which a dog-
matic proposition may be said tc be adecuate to a religious
feeling, 4 dogmatic statement is adequate to a religicus
feeling in this sense if it presents us with a picture
upon the acceptance of which we maintain the religious
feeling intact, or upon the acceptance of which the feel-
ing in question is intensified. But this would seem to
make adeGguacy something 6ther than truth, (As opposed to
our suggestion that adequacy=truth). It would seem that
our attitudes can be maintained and intensified by a pic-
ture or claim if and only if we consider the picture to
apply to the world or the claim to be true. If we suspect
that the picture does not apply or that the claim is false,
then it would seem that it will not affect our attitude or
may even weaken it, Rut since 2 picture is adequate only
if it is thought to apply and a claim is adecuate only if
thought true, we must know what it is for something to be
thought true to know what it is for something to be adequate,
To know what it is for something to be thouzht true, Wwe must
know what it would be like for it to be true. (To understand
‘John thinks p' T must understand 'p'.) But if so, we must

understand truth to understand adecuacy. Adequacy will not,
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then, help us in understanding truth.

Let us then replace our question with another. e
must ask under what circumstances a dogmatic proposition
is true where We mean by a dogmatic proposition being true
that it presents us with a picture which actually applies
"to the world, where, e'.g., 'God created the world' in some
sense presents a 'fa'ct about the world, or a fact which in-
volves the world.

A new criterion may be proposed. Schleiermacher
has maintained that religious feeling may be more or less
pure, more or less mixed with extraneous elements. A re-
ligion in which the feeling of absolute dependence is less
pure is not as valuable as a religion in which it is pure.l
(Thus Christianity is purer than the Jslamic religion since
in the latter sensuous elements are combined with the feel-
ing of absolute dependence.) Now does this determine the
truth of religious statements so that those which are re-
lated to the purer feeling are truer? (Schleiermacher would
want to maintain that the statements in the Koran are parti-
ally true, but that Christianity presents this truth more
adequately.) If so, then we can presumably test religious
statements by determining the. relatiw}e purity of the re-
ligious feelings on which they are based, s_ince it happens
to be the czse that pure feelings are related to true state-
ments about the world. But how do we determine the relative

purity of the feeling of absolute dependence? We look to

lIbid., p. 33 ff.
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see if it is mixed with extraneous elements, But how do
we know that an element is extraneous? Not all accompany-
ing feelings are extranedus. the need for redemption and
the feeligés which accompanv redemption itself are es-
sential to Christianity and do not adulterate the purity
of the feeling of absolute dependence. #why is the feeling
of absolute dependence, when cualified by feelings of re-
demption, pure and when cualified in otner ways impure”
what is the criterion of purity? I saggest that We can
only exclude an element as extraneous on the ground that
the feeling of absolute dependence sO gualified, is in-
adecuate to God. But how do We know it is inadeguate?
Because God is of such and such a charaéter, i.e., wWe
know certain true propositions about Him., But then the
truth of these propositions must be basged on some criteria
other than that of the purity of thé religious feeling to
which they are related. |

Schleiermécher says in one place that faith is cer-
tainty in a fact--the fact that Christ can put an end td
our uneasiness and need for redemption.l The certainty is
a result of the impression which Christ makes upon an indi-
vidual. Perhaps we can generalize this and say that the
criterion of the truth of a dogmatic proposition is simply
a feeling of certainty which comes over us When We enter-
tain the proposition. But is this sufficient? 1 suggest

that it is not. There are two Ways in which we may justify

l11pid., p. 6E.
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the claim to be certain about a proposition. (a) We may
offer a proof, Thus we may believe a proposition in

logic because We can demonstrate it, Cr We may be con-
vinced of an empirical proposition because there is a
certain amount of evidence for it. (b) Consider the fol-
lowing: 'There is a tree outside my window.,' 'How do

you know?! ‘'Because T see it.' DMNow this case differs
from the preceding one. If I say 'There is a tree out-
side my window' and offer 'Because I can see it' as back-
ing, the latter is not a demonstration, either deductive

- or inductive. A reason for the belief that the tree is
outside my window, énd evidence from which it might be
inferred, might be that a seed was planted there, that

it had sufficient water and light, that nothing inter-
fered with it, etc., etc, To say 'I see it' simply puts
forward the claim that I am in a position to know the
truth of the statement. Now either sort of statement can
.be used to back up anqther'statement'which I put forward

as true. That is, I can offer a deductive or inductive
proof or I can attempt to show that T am in a position to
knoWw the truth of the statement in question. But one thing
which is not accepted is simply a feeling of certainty per
se, or a hunch or guess, without any further backing. 4
hunch might turn out to be correct, But even then I do not
think we would want to say that the nerson who had the hunch
knew it to be true--as opposed to 'thought it would tum

out to be true'. Now Schleiermacher cannot accept the feel-
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ing of certainty as any sort of proof of dogmatic state-
ments (if this makes any sense) since proofs are irrele-
vant as We shall see. He must then be claiming that the
religious man, by virtue of his feelings, is somehow in a
position to know the truth of religious statements. If
religious feeling or some special feeling of conviction
can do this job hovlevei', it is diificult to see how it
could be adequate unless it were some sort of intuitive
faculty. But then we must ask how we know that our intu-
itions are adequate. Presumably because the feeling of ab-
solute dependence or some special feeling of certainty is
implanted by God, or, as Sabatier says, in the Holy Spirit
dwelling within us. But then we must know that the pro-
position 'God implants the feeling of absolute dependence
in us' is true. But this is itself an assertion about God
and what is its justification?

It seems rather uncertain, however, that Schleier-
macher actually claimed that we can intuit religious truths.
Let us then tum to other remarks of his in the hope that
Wwe can clarify his position. Proofs are clearly irrelevant
to the truth of dogmatic propositions. They cannot be the
source of faith but are in fact only designed to dispute ob-
jections.l Tt maj be remarked that a proposition like 'God
created the world' can occur both in a metaphysical and in
a religious context. In a metaphysical context a proof might

be possible. But there is at least some sense in which the

l1bid., p. 70.



L5

same proposition is unproved in the religious context,
At the same time, "Whatever opposes the movements
of the Divine Spirit is the same as what conflicts with
human reason'.l Since demonstrative proofs of the truth
of religious statements are inadmissable, then pernaps a
sufficient though not necessary condition of a religious
statement's being false is that it contéins a contradic-
tion or otherwise conflicts with reason, However, 'reason'
seems to be construed cuite broadly so as to include at
least the noral sense. Exactly how much is included?
Does 'accordance Wwith human reason' simply mean 'accord-
ance with human capacities'? If so, then 3chleiermacher's
point is a trivial one. Any' religious system which might
actually be proposed to us, is proposed by human beings,
is believed by them, and so in accord with human capacities.
Or‘does he mean 'accordance with worthy human canacities'?
Schleiermacher does maintain that there is an element
of irrationality in religion but this does not affect our
account of religious statements directly. Though tne
Christian self-consciousness is irrational in the sense
that it cannot be produced by reason, its_ expression is
rational. In a similar way, Schleiemmacher maintains that
nature is not rational (i.e., not produced by reason) though
what we say about nature is rational (subject to rational
tests). It seems, then, that the Christian communication

is not a solution to an intellectual problem but a new datum,

lrpid., p.65.
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one different in kind from that which can be produced by
nature per se--in short, the feeling of absolute dependence
as cualified by the sense of redemption, As it is a given,
a fact, not a proposition, it is not rational. lieverthe-
less, as we have said, its formulation in statements is
rational.

What does 'rationality' include beyond an injunction
notwto violate certain logical rul es? T suggest it in-
cludes something which T shali call 'empirical poésibility',
i.e., religious statements must in some sense sguare With
empirical statement s which oceur in science and our every-
day knowledge of the world. Discuésing angéls, Schleier~
macher says that we mav admit propositions about angels in-
to religious lanpguage without deciding on their truth or
falsity since they neither conflict with religious feeling
nor are essential to it, and since anzels are intrinsically
possible,1 i.e., there might be beings of this sort. #hat
does he mean by 'intrinsically possible'? 1 suggest that
he means more than mere logical possibilivy, that there
might actually be beings of this sort since the existence
of such beings would not conflict with our actual knowledge,
i.e., they are empirically possible. dhether they exist or
not is a question for science or metaphysics. This suggests
that if a claim that angels existed did conflict with sci-
entific and metaphysical knowledge, We Would have to reject

any prOpositions about angels as false. )ore generally,

libid., p. 156.
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any dogmatic proposition which conflicts with well-estab-
1ished empirical and metaphysical knowledge is fal se,
Factual guestions are relevant to dogmatics, though
they are not a part of it. Consider the (putative) report
of the disciples about the Resurrection. If we assume that
the Apbstles Wwere deccived, then we cast doubt on their
ability as reporters and thus on the rest of the narrative
in which Christ's person is presented to us.,l 3But notice
that the criterion is again presented in a negative form.
If certain facts are the case (the spostles Were deceived
about the_Resurrection) then it i's possible that certain
other dogmatic propositions about Christ are false. OSchlei-
ermacher does not go on to say that if we can show they
were not deceived in this, a certain plausibility is given
to ddgmatic propositions based on the rest of the narrative,
Yor can we do so. Since religion, and therefore dogmatics,
is based on the feeling of absolute dependence, any prof-
fered proof is irrelevant. How, then, can empirical argu-
ments show that a dogmatic prOposition is false? Schleier-
macher assumes that they can show a dogmatic proposition
to be false because he thinks that dogmatics, if correct,
cannot conflict with science or with metaphysics, though
neither science nor metaphysics can establish a dogmatic
proposition, |

Thus all possible empirical confirmation of dogma is

l1bid,, p. 420,
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rejected and thus 'miracle' is an internal concept.l

Far from establishing dogmatic propositions or stimqlating
religious feelings, an event wWould not be recognized as

a miracle unless we had the feeling in question and en-
ployed the dogmatic concepts. The religious man can ac-
cept an empirical explanation of a putative miracle since
'miracie' is properly speaking the religious name for an
event (see above)--it is the result of a certain way of
looking at an event, "

There is, however, an apparent way df establishing
certain dogmatic propositions which, while not "merely!
empirical, must take account of certain facts. Schleier-
macher asks how We can discover the distinctive essence
of, say, Protestantism. We cannot deduce it from the con-
cept of religion or of Christianity, nor can we discover
it by @ "merely empirical method".2 Perhaps he means by
this that Wwe must not simply view certain facts about the
‘Reformation but must 'enter into the spirit of the move-
ment!, 'put ourselves in the other person's shoes', i.e.,
sympathetically share his emotions and feelings to some
. extent. There would (ideally) be tests governing this pro-
cedure. By putting ourselves in the other person's shoes
we may discover hypotheses or make predictions which will

jn fact be verified by, e.g., new documents which tum up.

l1bid., pp. 71-72.
2Tbid., p. 105.
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Now our hypothesis concerns the essential spirit of Pro-
testantis: and is presumably in dogmatic terms. But as-
suming that-the connection between the spirit (essential
feelings) and the dogmatic propositions has been made clear,
the only proposition whose truth has been established is
that if anyone WAs;essentially Protestant, he would enter-
tain certain propositions. It does not establish the truth
of those propositions themselves.

There is some sense in which Schleiermacher thinks
that Christ's utterances are authoritative.l Certain of
his utterances are distinguished from poetic and rhetorical
statements and also from dogmatic statements. They pre-
sumably have this special status because they are expres-
sions of an absolutely authoritative religious experience,
But as to just what sort of religious statements these
might be, We are i;ft in the dark,

Tn a note added to the second edition of the Dis-
courses, Schleiermacher suggests a new criterion.< One
religion is truer than another if it expresses a superior
state of mind. How is this to be decided? What standards
are we to use? There are two possibilities. (a) A dog-
matic proposition may express a superior state of mind in
so far as it is based on a relatively pure feeling of ab-

solute dependence. This has already been discussed. (b) It

l1bid., pp. 79-80.

2Friedrich Schleiermacher, On Religion: Speeches to
its Cultured Despisers, tr. John Oman (New York: Harper and
Brothers, 1958), p. 108.
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might simply involve a value judgment as to the relative
worth of, say, the Christian states of mind and Buddhist
states of mind and secular states of mind. But if this

js the case, then the truth of dogmatic propositions be-
comes a value question, a matter of ethics, and Schleier-
macher is as interested in separating religious questions
from ethical questions as he is in separating religious
questions from empirical and metaphysical ones. rfurther-
more, it is by no means clear how a value judgment can
furnish the foundation for the clai;ﬁ_ that a certain pro-
position about the world is true. Is it simply as a mat-
ter of fact the case that there is an absolute system of
ethical judgments such that the dogmatic propositions con-
nected with a state of uind judged superior by that system
are true? But the connection involved is inexplicable.

TIf the connection is contingent, just happens to be the
case, then in order to determine that the connection holds
we must generalize from certain observed instances in which
the connection does hold. But this presupposes that we

can identify true dogmatic propositions by some criterion
which is independent of that which we are trving to estab-
1ish. But if this is the case, even if the connection be-
. tween superior states of mind and true dogmatic propositions
did hold, it would be unnecessary as a eriterion of truth.
But the last is ocur main reason for attempting to establish
the connection. The connec_:tion is not obviously a logical

one. But perhaps the connection does not just happen.
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Rather God establishes it. But to know this we would have
to know the truth of certain statements about God. But how
we can know certain God-statements to be true is the point
at issue.

I éonclude, then, thaﬁ Schlei emmacher gives us two
negative tests. Dogmatic propositions are false if they
contain contradictions or are empirically or metaphysically
impossible. With the possible exception of an appeal to
certain utterances of Christ as authoritative (and this is
not developed) there is no positive test except that of
adequacy to religious feeling. But this at best shows
that certain dogmatic propositions are necessary to justify
or maintain the feeling of absolute dependence; it does
not establish the truth of these dogmatic provositions,

regarded as making élaims about the world.



CHAPTER IV

THE RELATION OF THE FEELING OF
ABSOLUTE DEPENDENCE TO GOD

Assuming that we have succeeded in isolating cri-
teria for the identification of the feeling of absolute
dependence Wwhich do not depend on the truth of any state-
ment about God (and this seems necessary if this feeling
is to be the basis of any possible theory about God) how
do we get from the feeling of absolute dependence to the
conviction that there is a God? It is possible that
Schl ei ermacher thinks we are somehow given God in feeling, -
as tables appear in sense perception. But though he does
seem to suggest this at times, it seems unlikely that he
would seriously want to maintain it since he carefully
‘distinguishes perception, in which an object is pfeSented
to us, from feeling, in which no objec.t is presented (see
above). I shall therefore postpone a consideration of
the difficulties which this sort of view involves. (cf.
Fart IT)

Schl eiermacher attempts to move from the feeling of
absolute dependence to the existence of a God in the fol-
lowing way: (1) He begins by stating that in every state
of consciousness two elements are to be found--a self-caused
clement (a being) and a non-self-caused element (a being-by-
some-mean s-come~-to-be--ein Irgdeeigewordensein). Now this

non-self-caused element presupposes an Other which is the

52



53

source of the particular determination. That is, for
every X, if x is a state of consciousness, then there is
a y such that y is not the Self, and y determines x.1
(We must notice here that this Cther is not 'objectively
presented', i.e., is not an object of perception.)
(2) Secondly, Schleiermacher exploins the feeling of
absolute dependence as follows: There is both an active
relation of the Self to the Cther and a receptive relation
of the Self to the Other. Tn so far as the Self is active
in relation to the Other, the Self experiences & feeling
of freedom, In so far as the 3elf is receptive in re-
lation to the Other, there is a feeling of depeﬁdence.
Now the conditions under which we can experi énce a feeling
of absolute freedom may be characterized as follows: Wwe
experience a feeling of absolute freedom if and only if
there is an object unon which We act and this object pro-
ceeds entirely from ourselves. But in fact such a feeling
is impossible, since, (a) any object in relation to'which
we can feel free nust be an object on which we can act,
(b) any object on which we can act is given to us and (c)
therefore We are receptive in relation to such an object.
From this it follows (d) that we feel dependent in relation
to such an object and (e) therefore cannot feel absolute
freedom in relation to such an object.

A feeling of absolute dependence may be defined as

follows: A feeling of absolute dependence =df. a state in

1Schleiermacher, 'he Christian Faith, p. 12.
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which we feel that our sportaneous activity itself comes
from an outside source. As a matter of fact we have this.
feeling.

(3) We may now state two definitions of God. God =df.
"the co-determinant in this feeling"l and, God =df. "the
whence of our.. .existence",?

(4) The conclusion presumably is that there is a God
and that this follows from our examination of the feeling
of absolute dependence.

Now We are in fact faced here with two arguments
which attempt to derive the existence of God from the feel-
ing of absolute dependence. They go as follows:

A
(i) For every state of consciousness there is an Other
which determines it,
(11) There is a feeling of absolute dependence.
(1ii) Therefore, there is an Other which determines it.
(iv) This Other =df. God (cf. our first definition above).
Therefore, God exists.
B
(i) There is a feeling of absolute dependence.
(ii) A feeling of absolute dependence is a feeling that
" our spontaneous activity comes from an outside source.
(iii) The whence of our existence (and therefore our spon-
taneity) =df. God (cf. second definition above).
. Therefore, God exists.,

This second argument will work only if we supply
another premiss, viz., 'Our feeling that there is a source
of our existence is veridical', For it is only on the basis

of this premiss that we can move from the fact that we feel

l1bid., p. 17.
21bid., p. 16.
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that there is a source of our existence to the fact of
such an existence.

These two arguments are quite dissimilar, In the
first, We are moving from the feeling of absolute depen-
dence given ais a phenomenon to be explained, to a cause of
that feeling. The second argument, however, treats feel-
~ing as cognitive, as apprehending a proposition (there is
a source of our existence) and concludes that the proposi-
tion in question is true. Secondly, We must note that the
arguments employ two different definitions of God. It does
not follow that the source of our existence is identical
with the source of the feeliﬁg of absolute dependence. we
are using 'God! in two different senses, and We have at
best proved that God (sense 1) and God (sense 2) exists.
Finally I would like to suggest that it is the constant
shift between the above two relations between GCod and the
feeling of absolute dependence which gives Schl eiermacher's
acecount whatever attractiveness it may possess. These two
relations are (a) a causal relation betWeen religious feel-
ings and God and (b) a cognitive relation between religious
feelings and God. We shall examine the latter relation in
some detail in Part II. Difficulties in the putative causal
connection will be discussed now,

Let us return to the two arguments under consideration
and examine them in some detail. In argument A the first
premiss is metaphysical, the second factual and the third

analytic. Now since the first premiss is metaphysical, the
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conclusion can be accepted if and only if we accept the

metaphysics on which it is based. The premiss is that
every state of consciousness presupposes an Other., lNow
there is an unclarity about the statement itself. It
might simply mean that for every state of consciousness
there is a cause of that state of consciousness which is
external to the mind. How would We show this? We might
examine all cases of mental phenomena., Kot until then

can we reach a certain conclusion (and Schleiermacher cer-
tainly talks as if this were intended to be certain, not
simply probable). But if We treat our proposition in this
manner We are treating it as an ordinary empirical assertion,
and Schleiermacher does not intend it as such, Perhaps
then, it means that for every cognizing act there must be
a datum of which it is aware, and that this is necessarily
jmplied by the notion of a cognizing act, This cannot be
meant however, for the Other is not a datum., Schleier- *
macher denies that the Other can be objectively presented
as an~object of perception,

There is a more general difficulty however, and this
consists simply in the fact that the premiss is a metaphy-
sical one, and as such can be justified dn'ly in terms of a
metaphysics., Why is this a difficulty? Well first, it
seems unlikely that many would want to burden themselves
with Schleiermacher's metaphysics. But secondly, Schleier-
macher maintains that dogmatics is independent of metaphy-

sics. Now dogmatics consists of religious statements. Some
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of these have God as their subject. As such they imply

or presuvpose that God, their subject term, exists. But
this presupposition (there is a God) rests upon the feel- .
ing of absolute dependence. If it does so only in the way
in which Schleiermacher outlines in this argument, then
'dogmatics. is not independent of metaphysics, for the pre-
supposition of dogmatics is itself established by meta-
physics. This argument cannot then pretend to explain the
connection of the feeling of absolute dependence to God.

Tf we are to avoid the difficulty, there must be some other
possible explanation of the relation in. question wnich is
independent of metaphysics. Otherwise dogmatics cannot be
completely present apart from metaphysics. Xow it is pre-
cisely this other relation We are interested in, for if
feeling is essential to the religious situation and to the
assertion of religious statements, it would seem that this
relation ought td be intelligible apart from the pr;esup-
position of some particular brand of metaphysics. This may
be simply a pious hope (it is not an argument), yét we will
attempt in Part IIT to present just such a view,

Finally, even if We accept the argument and accept
the definition of God as the cause of the feeling of abso-
lute dependence, We can deny that the God whose existence
has been proved is the Cod of Christian theology since it
remains possible that the cause is not the Christian God.
Bat if so, then Schleiermacher has not proved what he set

out to prove-=that a being like the God of Christian theo-
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logy exists.

Argument B calls for little comment. IFor We can
accept it only if we assume that the feeling-that a being
has created us is veridical. But to say that the feeling
that there is a being who has created us is veridical is
to say that there is such a being. #ind since God =df, a
being who has created us, we nave presupposed our conclu-
sion.

Let us now turn to a more generdal examination of
a putative causal connection between the feeling of abso-
lute dependence and God,., Schleiermacher without question
maintains that there is such a connection. In the follow-
ing remarks, however, T will follow up certain hints
which Schleiermacher gives us as to the nature of such a
connection in order to examine some of the general diffi-
culties involved in the attempt to establish the connection
in question, without being overly concerned with the faith-
fulness of the presentation to Schleiemécher's own vieW._
(The essence of the view has, I think, already been pre-
sented in the preceding pai-agraphs.) What distortion
there may be Will be the result of applying a more matter
of fact conception of causality than that employed by

Schl ei emacher.l

1T will use 'cause' as roughly meaning a condition
without which the phenomenon in gquestion could not occur,
and such that a statement that this x causes this y will
imply a conditional to the effect that if x, then y. The
paradigm situation will be one where we are capable of check-
ing the conditional by empirical means. I am inclined to
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Suppose God is the cause of the feeling of absolute
dependence. If so, there ought to be some way to proceed
from the feeling to its cause, the assertion 'there is a
God! being established by means of a causal inference. Fer=-
haps when Schleiemacher says that the idea of God expresées
the feeling of absolute dependence, he has this sort of
transition in mind:l I have a feeling of absolute depen-
dence, There rmust be a cause of this feeling, let us call
it 'x', sufficient to" produce the effect, Then God =df. x.

vihether Schleiermacher maintained this or not (and I believe
that at least at times he did) the causal relation of feel-
ings to God is well worth inwiestigating. -

Now, as we have seen, the feeling of absolute depen-
dence is the feeling of finiteness. But what would be in-
volved in sich a feeling? Presumably, I would feel impotent,
limited, perhaps frustrated. It is difficult to see What
else would be included in a feeling of finiteness &s such.
lNow it would initially seem possible to list the causes of
my various frustrations, limitations, etc. If so, it is by
no means obvious why I would be forced to go beyond phenomena

and their connections. Schleiermacher might reply that he

think that Schleiermacher's use of 'cause' differs from my own,
though T am unclear as to exactly where the difference lies.

I sispect, however, that it consists in maintaining that there
is some sort of queer necessary connection between events them-
selves--a metaphysical necessity (whatever this might be) and
secondly an emergence theory of the production of substances.

I may, however, be imagining the difference in question. If
so, then the remarks which follow will apply directly to

Schl ei ermacher.

l1bid., p. 17.
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is not talking about any particular limitation or frus-
tration but rather about a general human condition of

which these particular limitations, etc., are the conse-
quences. 3ut it is not clear what this general human con-
dition wourld involve over and above the particular frustra-
tions and limitations. Perhaps, howWwever, we ‘somehow lump
together the objects which limit us, infer that they are

one in the sense that they are all caused by God, and con-
clude that it is therefore God who limits us. God, as the
cause of the sum of what limits us, is then a being towards
wvhom we can only feel absolutely dependenf,. at first glance,
then, a causal transition from a feeling of finiteness to
God as its ultimate cause appears to be possible. It

should be noted, however, that the crucial step is that

from the objects which 1limit us to God as their cause. ‘Thi.s,
however, will have all the merits and defects to which the
cosmological proof of the existence of God is subject.

. oreover, the situation is complicated by the fact
that secondary causes are at work. God is not the cause of
the feeling of absolute dependence in the sense that he di-
rectly and miraculously produces it. For the religious feel-
jng is awakened by contact with ones fellows. It is expressed
and communicated by gestures, tone of voice and the use of
emotive language.l These may be rezarded either as a con-
tributing cause, or as a condition upon the presence of

which God produces the feeling of absolute dependence. I

lipid., p. 27.
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am not sure which is meant (nor am I sure there is any dif-
ference between a contributing cause and a condition). If,
however, communication by gestures and emotive language is
not & contributing cause it seens useless, the connection
appearing completely fortuitous, But Schlelermacher would
certainly want to maintain that such communication is in
fact one of the effective means by Which the feeling is
aroused,

Mow if we are asked for an explanation which is suf-
ficient to exnlain the awakening of the religious emotions,
it is not clear but that the use of eiotive language, facial
expressions, etc., together with the appropriate verbal pic-
tures, is sufficient without any reference to God. That is,
T suppose Schleiermacher to be proceeding in this fashion:
He has a peculiar experience--the feeling of absolute de-
pendence--and starts investigating its cause. He concludes
that the only possible cause would be & being outside the
world--God. Now I ask why the pictures and beliefs with
their emotional impact would not be sufficient to produce
this feeling, The question is a factual one, and is to be

Gecided on empirical grounds,l

11 suspect, however, that Schleiermacher has argued
like this: The feeling of absolute dependence is the re-
ligious feeling. The religious feeling is the feeling pro-
duced by God. Thus, God is its cause. That is, he defines
the feeling as the feeling of dependence produced by our re-
~lation to God, from which it analytically follows that God
is its cause or part of its cause. (cf. The Christian raith,
pp. 16-17, 125.)
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What Schleiemmacher seems to want to say is that
psychical conditions, events in the world, etc., explain
the presence of the religious feeling--but not entirely.
For example, he says that the influence of Christ on the
redeemed (an affective influence) is not rationally explic-
able.l He might mean that the impression made is not an
act of reason, and this is certainly trus., He might mean
that the feeling produced is of a qualitatively different
kind than our other feelings, that is, belongs in a differ-
ent category altogether. (We shall investigate this sort
of claim in QCart IY¥.) Or he might mean, and T think this
is what is primarily intended, that the feeling or impres-
sion is irrational in the sense that its causes are undis-
coverable by science, and this for the reason that the di-
vine is at work. 2But though this seems to be what Schleier-
macher intends, it would only be plausible if the nature of
the religious feeling were such that a complete scientific
explanation is possible. And Schleiermacher has not shown
this.

Let us look at the problem another way. God 1is sup-
posed to be the cause of the feeling of absolute dependence.
liow if we accept certain theoriés, any object or event in a
world created by God, is ultimately caused by Him, Thus it
would be trivially true that the feeling of absolute depen-
dence as a phenomenon in the world, is caused by God. But

Schlei emmacher surely means more than this. Suppose that to

l1bid., pp. 64-65.
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produce an event A, three conditions are together necessary
and sufficient, e, m and x. !low e may have...b, ¢, d, etc.
"as causal antecedents, while m has 1, k, etc. as antecedents
and x has u, v, etc, as antecedents, Each series goes back
to God as first cause. There is one sense in which I have
completely explained A if and only if I have traced ;il
three series back to God. Let us call this 'explanation;'.
But there is another perfectly good sense in which to give
e, mand x is a sufficient explanation of A, Let us call
this 'explanation,'!, Now I suggest that what Schleiermacher
wants to say is that to give an explanations of the appear-
ance of the feeling of absolute dependence, we must always
include God as one factor in such an explanation. Ante-
cedent natural phenomena cannot completely explain, it. «ith
the feeling of absolute dependence something neWw appears on
the scene which could not have been predicted by anyone who
simply took account of the natural sequence of evénts. Now
God is obviously not a natural cause because if He were, We
could lump Him together with the natural antecedents and the
new totality wWould be a complete natural cause of the pheno-
menon, But now we must ask what could be meant by a causal
relation which is supposed to hold between a natural and a.
non-natural object. To answer this question we must have a
theory about God. This presupposes that we can understand
statements about God, that we know how they function, We
have already seen some of éhe difficulties involvéd in the

attempt to answer this question,
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Let us ask a more general question, How do we
usally pass from feelings to a consideration of their
causes? The consideration is important since Schléier-
macher seems to claim that if the feeling of absolute de-
pendence is strong enough we Will be aware of its cause,
i.e., God, just as we are usually aware of the causes of
our happiness when we feel happy. 3But in the first place
we must distinguish between justifying and causal explana-
tions., Take the following case: 'Why are vou happy?!
1Because I just inherited a million dollars!' The fact
which justifies his happiness--which makes it reasonable to
feel happy as opposed to the situation where we call 5 feel-
ing 'groundless'--is the fact that he has inherited a million
dollars. The fact which causes his happiness however, is
his belief that he has inherited a million dollars. If he
i s mistaken and doés not know it he will still be happy be-
cause the cause is at work, but his hgppiness'Will be unjus-
tified of groundless.,

Cod may be related to the feeling in three ways. We
could claim that belief in God causes the feeling. Secondly,
we could claim that since God exists the feeling is justified.
Thirdly, we could claim that God causes the feeling. That
the first connection holds seems obvious to me. Schleier-
macher thinks that the last two claims are eaually obvious.
But Schleiermacher has not shown that our feeling is justi-
fied, for to do so we would have to be in a position to as-

sert that there is a God, and he has rejected proofs for the
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existence og God. On the other hand, to show that we
need God to explain the feeling he ..ust show that natural
antecedents are insufficient and he has not done tais.
hat I suggest has happened is this: It is obvious tnat
the first connection holds, If religious feelings exist
one can infer that the subject of these feelings believes
in God. But to show that religious feelings and belief in
the existence of God are inseparably connected, does not
tend to show that religious feelings and an existing God
are inseparably connected. Schleiermacher has traded on
the obviousness‘of the first connection to establish the
other. Belief in the statement 'God is the cause of the
world in general and the feeling of absolute dependence in
particular! is a necessary condition of the feeling, and
this claim has been confused with the claim that God Him-
self is a necessarv condition of the feeling, and the claim

" that the feeling is justified since God exists.



CHAPTER V
CONCLUSION S

What conclusions can we draw from our examination
of certain aspects of Schleiemacher's philosophy? First,
we have seen some of the difficulties involved in attempt-
ing to provide adequate cr&teria for the presence of re-
ligious feelings (for a more extended discussion of this
see Appendix TI), Those which Schleiermacher provides seem
to employ religious sentences (e.g., 'the feeling which God
causes') and are thus acceptable only if we stand within the
religious context. One of our tasks, then, in Part TIT will
be the attempt to furnish criteria for the presence of re-
ligious feelings which can be accepted by anyone Whether or
not he accepts any.particular religious provposition,

Secondly, We have been forced to reject 3chleier-
macher's theory of the meaning of religious propositions for
the various reasons which have been developed in the second
section. I would like to suggest at this point that the dif-
ficulties arose from twWwo sources. “'he first source of dif-
ficulty was the attempt to base a theory of ‘the meaning of
religious sentences on the feeling associated with these
sentences. (In the éaSe of Schleiermacher this is the feel-
ing of absolute dependence.) In Part III, when We propose
a model in termms of which to construe the logic of the re-
ligious situation, we shall in fact find only one sentence

which can be understood only by positing a relation to re-
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ligious feeling, viz., 'X is holy'.l The éecond source

of difficulty was the attempt to assimilate religious state-
ments to metaphysical statements. This might suggest either
that no such assimilation is in order (i.e., religious
statements are unlike evervy other sort of statement) or the
assimilation has been misplaced. #e will in fact follow

up the latter suggestion in Part III and propose that re-
ligious statements be assimilated to sentences (for the
most part) in ordinary language.

The most important result of our examination of
Schleiermacher's theory of the verification of religious
propositions has been the suggestion that any attempt to
verify these propositions directly by an appeal to religious
feeling, is misplaced. That to appeal directly to feeling
of any sort in this manner is simply to appeal to caprice,
to hunches, to prejudice. Ve are not, howeVer; suggesting
that religious feelings are completely irrelevant to the
verification situation which obtains in religious contexts.-
We are simply rejecting the claim that such an appeal is
directly relevant,

Finally, we have examined some of the difficulties
involved in asserting that the relation of religious feel-
ings to a religious object is a causal one. This causal re-

lation may be established in two ways. (a) Suppose we

lrhis is not to suggest that religious sentences can-
not be construed as, say, simply expressions of emotion,
but that to do so is not sufficiently close to the use of
these sentences in religious contexts to be illuminating.
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have not independently established the existence of God

but feel that given the nature of religious féelings, we
must posit such a being as its cause. But We can presumably
do this onlv if we show that natural causes are insufficient
to explain tne Teeling., And how can this be shown? 3imply
that the phenomenon is too marvelous to be produced by
nature? This may cause us to say that the cause of the
feeling is supernatural. It would hardly seem to Justify
the assertion. (b) On the other hand, We may be observing

a correlation between tWo events or entities which have

been independently identified. This presuvposes that both
of the entities in Question exist, i.e.,, in our case, we
presuppose that God exists. Now to determine the truth of
the latter, we must know certain true propositions about
God, for otherwise We would not know what we are asserting
to exist., If, then, we must know that God exists, that He
has such and such properties before wWe attempt to establish
the connection, and if the connection between God and the re-
ligious feelings is essentially causal and not cognitive,
then it would seem that religious feelings will play a minor
role in any attempt to understand the logic of the religious
situation. The essential work has already been done. In__
our attempt to understand that logic, We rmust not, then, pin
our hopes on some sort of causal connection between religious
feelings on the one hand and a supernatural entity on the

other.



PART 1T

OTTO



CHAPTER VI

A BRIEF SURVEY OF
OTTO'S POSITION

In The Idea of the Holy Audolf Otto draws our at-
tention to the fact that 'holy' cannot be rendered simply
as 'good'. It "includes in addition...a clear overplus of
meaning and this it is now our task to isolate’.l This
extra element is to be designated by 'numinous'. Wie can
speak "of a unique 'numinous' category of value and of a
definitely 'muminous' state of mind, Which is always found
wherever the category is applied".2 It is upon this state
of mind or feeling which is "perfectly sui generis...andee..
cannot be strictly defined"3 that we are to concentrate
our attention., (Though it cannot be defined we.must note
that it can be evoked and hinted at by analogous feelings.
"7t is a content of feeling that is cualijtatively sui gen-
eris, yet at the same time one that has numerous analogies
with others, and therefore it and they may reciprocally ex-
cite or stimlate one anothef and cause one anothef to ap-
pear in the mind."%)

This feeling is cognitive, i.e., '"has immediate and

. 1pidolf Ctto, The Idea of the Holy, tr, John W. Har-
vey (New York: Oxfoﬁa—UhiVeréIEy Press, 1958), p. 5.

2Tbid., p. 7.
31vid., p. 7.
Livid., p. bb.
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primary reference to an object outside the self'l in that
it grasps a2 special numinous object which cannot be di-
rectly characterized but "can only be suggested indirectly
through the tone and content of a mant's feeling-response
to it".2 Kore svecifically, Wwe can characterize the numen
by means of ideograms or "illustrative substitutes for a
concept",3 i,e., by designatinz properties which would ap-
propriately call for a feeling-response analogous to tnat
evoked in the encounter with the numen. +Thus anger and
other "natural attributes,..can only be admitted as fig-
urative indications of something essentially non-rational
by means of symbols drawn from feelings that have analogy
to it".4 And thus wrath is an ideogram derived from the
daunting and awe inspiring character of the numinous ex-
perience. 7he numen remains, however, "oroperly beyond ut-
terance",? something "whose real nature wWe can neither pro-
claim in speech, nor conceive in thought",6

The non-rational aspect of the Holy, the numrinous,
however, can and should be schematized oy means of rational
concepts such as 'zood', 'complete', 'absolute', 'just',

etc, “hus the "daunting and repelling moment of the numi-

1;9;9., p. 10.
21bid., p. 10.
31bid., p. 9.
LTbid., p. 77.
5Ibid., p. 2b.
6Ibid., p. 33.
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nous, is schematized by means of the rational ideals of
justice, moral will, and the exclusion of what is opposed
to morality“.l "The attracting and alluring moment of the
numinous, is schematized by means of the ideas of goodness,
mercy, love..."?

nGgod's rational attributes can be distinguished from
l1ike attributes applied toO the created spirit by being not
relative, as those are, but absolute. Human love is relative,
admitting of degrees, and it is the same with human knowledge
and human goodness. God's love and knowledge and goodness,
on the other hand, and all el se that can be agserted of Him
in conceptual terms, are formally absolute. “"he content of
the attributes is the same; it is an element of form which
marks them apart as attributes of God."3 These attributes,
absolutely taken, can be thought, but "cannot be thnought
home, thought out", b

The rational and the non-rational elements taken U0~
gether (i.e.,Athe numinous as schematized) yield the " comnl ex
category of 'holy' jtself".> -

The caterorv of the holy is an a priori one. This gen-
eral claim can be separated into three special claims. (a)

schematizing concepts such as "absoluteness, completion,

l1hid., p. 140.
27bid., p. 140.
31bid., p. 141
bkIbid., p. 14l.
51bid., p. A45.
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necessity, and substantiality, and no less so those of the
good as an objective valhe...are not to be evolved from any
sort of sense-perception"l but are a priori. (b) The non-
rational elements are alsc a priori, The numinous "issues
from the deepest foundation of cognitive apprehension that
the soul possesses, and, though it of course comes into be-
ing in and amid the sensory data and empirical material of
the natural world...yet it does not arise out of them, but
only by their means,”? "Religious ideas and feelings are
formed...[in)...a 'pure reason' in the profoundest sense..."3
"This has t0 be presupposed; it cannot itself be explained,"&
The feeling eanerges when certain.conditions are fulfilled,
but is not caused by these conditions.5 (c) Tinally, "the
same a priori character belongs...to the connection of the
rational and the non-rational elements in religion, their
inward and necessary ﬁnion“.6

We have thus the a priori category of the holy.

There is a further twist however. "Religion is con-
vinced not only that the holy and sacred reality is zttested
by the inward voice of conscience and the religious conscious=-

ness...by feeling presentiment, and longing, but also that

l1pid., p. 112.
“Tbid., p. 113.
31bid., p. 11l4.
E;g;g., p. 1l4.
5Ibid., p. 124,
61bid., p. 137.
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it may be directly encountered in particular occurrences
and events..."l Here the events are not occasions, the
feeling reaction to which excites the analogous numinous
feelings, Rather the events are themselves perceived as
holy. "Let us call the faculty...of genuinely cognizing
and recognizing the holy in its anpearances the faculty of
divination, "< |

We must now attenpt to deal with this account.

11bid., p. 143.
2Tbid., p. lil.



CHAPTER VII

THE NATURE CF NUMINCUS
FEELINGS

mdolf Otto has presented us with a view of the re-
ligious situation which makes certain feelings central to
that situatidn-.numinous feelings, These feelings are cen-
tral in the sense that (a) they apprehend or cognize a
special non-natural object called 'the numen', (b) they are
the root of the evaluation of objects as ﬁoly and (c) they
assure us of the truth of various religious propositions.

Je will examine (in this order) (a) the nature of
the numinous experience, (b) the nature of the predicates
which are used to describe the numen, (c) the claim that
numinous feelings cognize the numen characterized in terns
of those prédicafes and (d) finally the evaluative nature
of. numlnous feelings. )

udolf Otto maintains that a certain klnd of feeling--
numinous feeling--is essential to religion_in the sense that
it discloses, or puts one in contact with, a special kind of
object--a numinous object, the name for which is the proper
“subject of religious predicates. iWe Will aiscuss the cog-
nitive claim involved later. I would like to begin, nowever,
with a consideration of the nature of the numinous feeling
itself, considered apart from any such cognitive'function.
This should be pOSSible, since whatever else a numinous feel=

ing may be, it is a feeling, i.e., it is somehow like sadness
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or anger, etc., and as such should be capable of being
described in the same sort of way in which sadness Or anger
may be described. what, then, is this feeling like?

Tts closest analogue (and perhaps even a rudimentary
form of the numinous feeling itself--though Ctto secems to
di sclaim this) is the feeling of uncanniness which makes
the hairs on the back of ones neck rise, the shudder of
terror on hearing a ghost story, the dread of haunted places.
Otto points out (correctly I think) that this differs from
gimple fear. One form of numinous feeling is, then, re-
ligious dread or awe, 'the fear of the Lord', which is not
simply fear as such. -

An eocually important aspect of numinous feeling is
the element of fascination by, or attraction to, the object
which arouses the feeling in question--a desire 'to coue
near' so to speak. This again is to be distinguished from
ordinary fascination or curiosity. This element of fascin-
ation can, however, be f;;ther broken down into. two aspects,
(a) a desire to approach the object'which arouses the feel-
ing and (b) a repelling factor which consists in a feeling
of uncleanness or sinfulness, é feeling which is triggered
by a recognition of the object's holiness.

Though the numinous feeling is analogous to various
non-numinous feelin~zs, we must note that the numinous feel-
ing must not be confused or jdentified with these non-numi-
nous feelings. For the numinous feeling is suil generis, It

j s absolutely unigue. At the same time, however, a capacity
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for experiencing this feeling is to be found in each and
every one of us, since such a capacity is part of our ori-
ginal make-up (such that any adequate definition of man must
mention this feeling as a defining property? Perhaps.) 4&s
such these feelings are (according to Ctto) a priori, i.e.,
they are not something we acquire but rather soinetning which
we bring into the world,

Having roughly indicated thé sort of feeling which
Otto wishes to make central to the understanding of the re-
ligious situation, I would like to examine more closely some
of the features of the feeling so characterized.

This attempt to indicate the nature of the feeling
must be distinguished from Otto's theorv zbout the feeling.
'he latter contains, as We have seen, three main elements.
(2) The feeling is cognitive, i.e., puts us in contact with
some real object in the way in which sight puts us in contact
with tables, trees, etc., =ecause of its importance, & whole
sectién will be devoted to this claim. (b) The feeling is -
sui generis, absolutely unicue, and (c) the feeling is a pri-
ori. e will discuss these last cuestions in a noment, I
first wish, noWwever, to comment on Ctto's attespt to describe
the numinous feeling by ref-.rring to analogous feelings.

“he numinous feeling is supnosed to be analogous to
certain other feelings. e arouse the latter in the hopes
that the corresponding numinous feeling will be incidentally
excited. Put suppose the attempt is successful., How do we

k:.ow that we have the numinous feeling rather than some other
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feelings. The numinous feeling has not been described.
As such, we have no criteria for its presence other than
the fact that it is analogous to other feelings. Can we
make a mistake or does the numinous feeling come labelled
'T am a2 numinous feeling'? It would seem, then, that we
must not only have the feeling but know that it is the feel-
jng in cuestion, i.e., We must be able to recognize the feel-
ing, not simply have it, must have criteria for its presence.
But since its association with behavior is tenuous (ag We
shall see), it is not cléar how we can be sure.

Perhaps we can try this criterion: If people act
in the same way énd express the same doctrines, We can expect
the same feeling. e must then distinguish religious from
non-religious behavior and will presumably do this in terms
of beliefs and conduct, But Ctto maintains that it is per-
fectly possible for a man to accent the doctrines of his
church, act in accordance with its precepts and yet never
have numinous feelings. This will happen, according to Ctto,
if he neglects the non-rational aspect of the holy object
for its rational aspect. He cannot then use this as a cri-
terion.

How do analogous feelings arouse the numinous feeling?
One idea will excite anothéf if it resembles it. ™"An entirely
similar law holds good with regard to feelings."l "I can
pass from one feeling to another by an imperceptibly gradual

transition, the one feeling, x, dying away...while the other,

ltbid., 42.
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y, excited together with it, increases and strengthens in

a corresponding degree"l but (and this seems to be the point)
the feeling does not evolve or transmute itself. It is I
who pass over from feeling x to feeling y which is cuali-
tatively different from x. Three things might be meant, de-
pending on how we conceive the series of féelings. (a)

There might be a series of feelings, aj, az, aj.....by, bz,...,
such that between any two points in the series, x and y,
there will be another point which resembles both x and y.

Now it may be clearly appropriate to label the lower end of
the series 'feeling a' and to label the upper end of the
series '"feeling b' while it will be unclear with respect to
some of the intermediate points whether we should call them
tats?! or 'b!'s', If this is the case, then the dispute be-
tween those who want to speak of a transition from a to b
and those who Wish to speak of a qualitatively new feeling,
seems a verbal one. A person who Wishes to maintain a trans-
ition or transformation of the feeling itself simply refuses
to call the intermediate states 'a' or 'b' but points out
their resemblances to both a and b, *urthermore, since there
is no break in the series, he may simpnly decide to regard it
as one feeling which has changed in quality. His criteria
for distinguishines feelings is then a break in the series,
Otto's criterion would be a marked qualitative difference.

If there is such a difference there is a difference in feel-

ings. (b) Or we may have two coextensive series:

1rbid., p. 42.
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by, b2, P3...aeby

a1, 82, 83.....3, |
But now, in what sense can We say that feelins a excites
feeling b? Is there any less reason for saying that feel-
ing b excites feeling a? If one series remains constant in
intensity while the other varies in intensity, if the vari-
ations in intensity in both series is correlated only in a
random fashion, We may conclude that the tWo series are not —
related at all. There seem to be three circumstances under
which we might suppose a relation between them. (i) & in-

creases as b decreases, (ii) b increases as a decreases, (iii)

"both series are ecual in intensity at any given instant, But

suppose one of these conditions is fulfilled. Are we Jjusti-
fied in concluding that the dependence runs from a2 to b
rather than vice versa? If they come into being simultan-
eously as they must, since by our assumption the series are
coextensive, then it would seem initially more plausible to
maintain that both feelings Were excited together by some
third factor, and that they are only connected in virtue of
this third factor. - (c) Or perhaps the series 2re not quite
coextensive:
b1, bo.....bpy

a1, 82ecceedpn |
One is increasing as the other decreases, or both remain con-
stant in intensity. In this case perhaps we would speak of
two feelings, the one (b) being excited by the other, since

series a is in existence before series b, and series b con-
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tinues in existence after series a. But if this is the
case, then what temptation is there to say that one feel-
ing is transformed into another? On this interpretation
(which would seem to be closest to Otto's intention) his
fear that we may confuse the process in which one feeling
is replaced by another with a transformation of a single
feeling, is misnlaced.

Let us assume, however, that the difficulties in-
volved in the attempt to describe numinous feelings can be
successfully met and turn to a discussion of the general
characteristics which Otto wishes to ascribe to those feel-
ings.

A, Religzious feelings are sui generis., Often in identi-
fying a religious feeling we find a non-religious feeling
which resembles it in some respects. Thus the feeling of
being rapt in worship and the feeling of being morally up-
lifted by the contemplation of a good deed resemble one
another. There is 6ne obvious difference. The feelings

are different in so far as they are directed towards differ-
ent objects--in the one case a good action, in the other a
supermatural person or numen; Yet the feelings are not aif-
ferentiated simply by their objects. There is a qualitative
difference--the numinous feeling (being rapt in worship) is
sui generis. wWhat is it for" a feeling to be sui generis? 1Is
jt simply to say that it is unigue, not like other feelings?
If so, it would seem that sadness or any other feeling is sui

generis. To say that a numinous feeling is sui generis in
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this sense is simply to say that'it is not another sort
of feeling like sadness; Joy or chagrin, nor a complex of
these, Ferhaps this is all that Otto intends. To say that
numinous feeling is sui generis is then to say that it is
qualitatively different from other feeling with which we
might tend to confuse it. This can be made more precise by
specifying analogous but different feelings with wnich it
might be confused, and Otto does in fact proceed to distin-
guish numinous feelings from feelings of devendence, love,
fear, norror, a feeling of sublimity, etc., etec. 3ut to say
that one feeling differs cualitatively from another feeling
or feelings presupposes that we have some method of deter-
r:ining just Where one feeling is cualitatively different
from another. How do we distinguish, say, sadness over a
death, weariness, discomfort, embarrasstent, etc.? Bubar-
rassment mav pass into sadness over ones failings. Discom-
fort may be followed by Weariness. WYhere does one feeling
stop and the other bezin? There appears to be no sharp break,
and yet it would seem tnat Ctto wants to maintain that there
is such a (sharp) break between numinous and non-numinous feel-
ings.

Perhaps a feeling is sui generis if we can be truly said
to know it only if we have experienced it and if, thnough we
- may attempt to deseribe it by mentioning feelings which are
similar, etc., the description does not purport to be adequate
but is rather an attenpt to afouse the feeling itself by re-

ferring to those which are similar to it. C. B. Martin imagines
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a Utopian society Whose members have never been sad and
proceeds to ask how I could teach them what it would be
1ike to be sad. I might draw pictures of sad faces, men-
tion the sorts of situations which normally make a person
sad. Finally T might compare sadness With other feelings
such as Weariness, Yet I would be unsuccessful unless I
was able to arouse or evoke a feeling of sadness in the mem-
bers of this UtOpia.l Now I am not sure that this is com-
pletely accurate. There is perhaps a sense in which a per-
son cannot be said to know what sadness is unless he has

at some time or other felt sad., But it is not so clear
that attempts to teach the members of our Utopia the use of
tgsad! would completely fail, even if we fail to arouse the
feeling itself. Let us examine the instruments We have used
to teach the use of 'sad'. These fall, I believe, into two
groups. (é) I mentioned related feelings. I think I did
this simply (or primarily) in order to evoke the feeling in
question, That is, I attempted to acquaint our Utopian with
the feeling, the '"inner' event--that which a man may conceal
by deceptively gay behavior, etc. (b) I drew pictures of sad
faces and/or described the sorts of situations which usually
give rise to feelings of sadness. Now here also 1 was per-
haps attempting to evoke the feeling of sadness. But I was

also doing something else. It would seem that 'sadness' is

1c, B. Martin, "A Religious Way of Knowing," New

Essays in Philosophical Theology, ed, antony 7lew and Alasdair
ﬁacIﬁtyre [New York: The Eaaﬁiilan Company, 1955), pp. 76-95.
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not simnly the name of a feeling. It is a term which I ap-
ply to a person when he acts in certain ways, has a dejected
look, sighs, etc. That is, the feeling and the behavior
which expresses it constitute a complex which justifies the
application of 'sad'!. But suppose I do fail to evoke the
feeling of sadness. Nevertheless I am getting across to
the member of our Utopia that the predicate is applied to
people who look a certain way, act in certain ways in situ-
ations which I have described, and that.this.is the expres-
sion of a feeling Wwhich is somehow like, e.g., Weariness.
Have I failed? It would seen incorrect to say that I have,
for if I bring the person back to our society, he may be
able to pick-out those persons who are sad from those who
are not without difficulty. Of course he may make mistakes,
but then so may I, Furthemore, he is perhaps even in a posi-
tion to apply the predicate to himself if the occasion ever
arises. Since, if he begins to act or look in certain ways
which he knows would lead others to say 'he is sad', then he
will judge that he must in fact be sad and that the feelings
he is having are appropriate to the expression of sadness.
He might say, 'So this is sadness.!

Now the numinous feeling and the word 'numinous' may
be unteachable in the same sense in which 'sadness' is un-
teachable, i.e., a person cannot be said to know what ‘numi-
nous' means unless he has had numinous feelings, yet it would
seem that there ought still to be a perfectly good sense in

which we could teach the use of 'numinous' so that a person
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who has not had these feelings could appropriately apply

the predicate. There are some differences, however. A
person is not said to be numinous, as We might say a person
is sad, but to have numinous feelings. (Except in the sense
that Christ is numinous, i.e., He arouses numinous feelings.)
This, however, seems to be simply a verbal difference. What
we must be able to do if we are to teach the word is to
specify situations which arouse the numinous feeling and
specify numinous behavior. This presents difficulties, how-
ever, (a) Situations which arouse numinous behavior are
those in which the numen is present. But under what condi-
tions is the numen present? We cannot simply ansWwer ‘'where
we have numinous feelings' since it is this sentence which
We are trying to explicate. We must, then, specify further
criteria, but it is not clear that Otto does this. (b) What
is numinous behavior? Perhaps a look of ecstacy, a treubling
of the limbs, a descent into the trance state, a state fol-
lowed by a pattern of morally good behavior which was absent
before? But perhaps there is a mental disorder, or perhaps
a person has embarked on a career of morally good behavior
without a numinous experience. How do we distinguish be-
tween the different sorts of cases? Is it that in the one
_case a set of religious beliefs is adhered to which is absent
in the other case? Then the behavior which distinguishes
the two cases is verbal--an answer to the question 'Do you
believe that,..?!' But if so it would seem that We are ap-

plying 'numinous' wherever what might be called religious be-
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liefs occurs, i.e., Wherever action is bound up with cer-
tain religious beliefs. Now (Otto wants to use the term more
strictly than this since he would maintain that a man who
holds his religious beliefs simply as intellectual assertions
about the world and then acts on them, has perhaps had no
numinous experiences. Yet how are we to distinguish his be-
havior from that of a man who has had such an experience?
There may be a difference but it would seem that we are un-
able to specify it adenuately. OCur conclusion, nowever,
must be that until this has been accomplished, Ctto cannot
teach us how to use 'muminous! evén in the sense in which
'sad' is teachable to someone who has never felt sad. 211
the meaning that 'numinous feeling! has for us is that it is
applied to certain feelings, that thése are involved in the
religious situation, that they are like certain other feel-
ings, and that they are somehow considered suprémely valu-
able by anyone who has had them. But this does not enable
us to pick out those who are experiencing numinous feelings,
és we can pick out those who are sad.

The root of Otto's inability to furmmish behavioral
criteria for the presence of numinous feeling is to be found
in his bhelief thaf numinous feelings are only loosely tied
to behavior and beliefs, that identical behavior and beliefs
are sometimes accomnvanied by numinous feelings and sometimes
not. Though I am prepared to admit the possibility of de-
ceptive behavior, this sundering of feeling and behavior seems

to me to be false.
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~What are Otto's own reasons for considering the numi-
‘nous feeling to be sui generis? It is somehow a universal
constituent of human nature which cannot be explained in
t erms of anything else. !"ow we have not all had numinous
feelings., It must therefore be present in human nature as
a capacity. Otto says that we cannot exolain this, nor is
it reasonable to expect an explanation. Nature is explained
by certain fundamental laws, but theée laws cannot be ex-
plained for it is in terms of these laws that all explana-
tions must proceed. "But in the domain of the spirit, the
corresponding principle from which explanation is derived is
just the spirit itself...This has to be presupposed; it can-
not itself be explained."l We have to accept the disposition
towards numinous experiences as an (in principle) unexplain-
able fact about svirit.

Now it may be the case that some ultimate principles
must remain unexplained, for since they are ultimate, they
are the source of all explanation and cannot themselves bé
explained. This is simply to say that the chain of reasons
must have an end. A prihciple which is used to explain every=-
thihg else cannot itself bp explained, for nothing remains by
which to explain it if a circle is to be avoided, But to say
that there is a principle or rule or law which cannot be ex-
plained is to say something quite different from the claim
that there is a faculty or fact or entity, e.g., the spirit

of man, the depth of his soul, or what have you, which cannot

1Otto,'The Idea of the Holy, p. 1l4.
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be explained. In the one case We are saying that there is
an unexplained principle, in this case that there is an un-
explained disposition,

What Otto does is to follow Kant. The soul or self
or pure ego is the sourcé of the rules by means of which ex-
perience is structured and as such is the ultimate source
of all explanation. Hence the soul and its essential pro-
perties, dispositions among them, cannot be explained, since
the soul is itself the ground of explanation, «hat are we
to say of this? The pure ego of Kant could be interpreted
as simply a set of rules, i.e., the body of those rules
which structure experience. !iow Ctto is conceiving the soul
more concretely than this. The human soul has appeared at
a certain time in the history of the earth, It has capacities
~-is a human soul. ['othing in Otto seems to justify the
claim that the soul is simply considered as a body of rules.
It is the source of these rules, but not in the sense of a
more fundamental principle since it is not 2 principle but
an entity.

We find that:

It [religious experiencé) emerges in due course in the
developing life of human mind and spirit and is thence-
forward simply present. Of course it can only emerge if
and when certain conditions are fulfilled...But such con-
ditions are no more than conditions; they are not its
causes or constituent elements...That they...[emergel)...
in conformity to laws and under definite conditions is
indisputable, but each is none the less a new, original,

underivable fact and they are only to be 'explained'! on
the assumption of a rich potentiality of spirit or mind,

which underlies the course of their development and realizes

itself more and more...in them in proportion as the con-
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ditions of organic and cerebral evolution are more
fully realized.l

Thus the emergence of the numinous feeling is unex-
plained. It is something entirely new which 'just happens'
on the scene. If it is unexplained we must ask what sense
of 'explanation' is being used. T presume that the sort of
explanation intended is a causal explénation. But this
rai ses several difficulties. (a) Might not the numen be
the cause of the experience? This presents two difficulties.
If we accept certain theistic beliefs, then the numen is
present everywhere. As such it is present both where the
experience occurs and Where it does not océur. It is, then,
not a sufficient condition of the experience though perhaps
a necessary one, {(tto maintains, however, that the numen is
present in some places and not in others. 10mnipresent! is
only to be taken in the sense that the numen can be present
where it pleases. If this is the case, then it is logically
possible that the presence of the numen is both a sufficient
and necessary condition for the presence of the experience.
HowWwever We are interested in a causal explanation and the
concept of cause can only be applied to the numen schematically,
hence the numen is not @ cause in the sense in which 'cause'
js used in science. If, then, by a 'causal explanation' we
mean 'scientific exvlanation', the claim that the numen is a
sufficient and necessary condition of the experience is not

a causal explanation. (b) What about the factors which Otto

ltbid., pp. 124-25,
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calls 'circumstances'? Is it not perhaps possible that
these circunstances by themselves are suificient to pro-
duce the feeling? But these "are often cuite slight, in-
deed so scanty that nhardly any account can be given of
them'.l This suggests that the nuninous experience cannot
be explained in the sence that we cannot predict the occur-
rence of the experience on the basis of its antecedents.
otto himself admits that our knowledge of these antecedents
and the mode of their operation is scanty. If so, how can
we conclude that even if we had an adequate knowl edge of
these antecedents we would not be able to pvredict the oc-
currence of the experience? (c) lotice too that (tto main-
tains that the experience occurs "in conformity to laws and
under definite conditions".2 Suppose there Were such a law,
Tt would either be discoverable or not. If not, Wwe must
show why not. {tto fails to do this, If it is discover=-
able then it must be such that given the circumstances and
given the law we can predict the occurrence of the experience.
(d) What form would such a law take? Presumably 'If con-
ditions X, Y...are fulfilled, then the numinous experience
occurs.! This would presumably be established inductively,
perhaps induction by simple enumerdtion. how perhaps (tto
is suggesting the following: This law is simply a summary
of, or generalization from, past jnstances where conditions

X, Y...and the numinous experience are conjoined. ‘''here is

l1pid., pe 125.

21bid., p. 124.
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no necessary connection between the two, i.e., the connec-
tion is contingent. As such the appearance of nuninous ex-
perience remains unexplained. !Now wWe m2y ask under what
circumstances the condition would appear as necessary. It
would appear as necessary if the law which subsumes them is
not simply a report of, or generalization from, past con-
junctions but is itself deduced from a higher law or is in-
corporated in a seneral theory. In this sense, T suggest
that Ctto would say the experience is 'exvlained'! only if
the law under which it falls can be exnlained (and I do not
know how this could be explained exceot in the sense that
the law is incorporated in a scientific theory or is de-
ducible from other true propositions), But if this is the
case, then, though it may be true that 'if x, y...then the
numinous sxperience occurs' is now unexplained, Ctto has
given us no reason to believe that it can never be explained.
But this is what he must show.

B. Otto maintains that religious or numinous feelings
are a priori. Now in what sense mignt a feeling be said to
be a priori? (a) We might call every event which is 'inner!
or subjective, a priori, except.those which appear to depend
on our sense organs. But in this sense all feelings would
be a priori and Otto surely does not want to maintain this.
(b) An a priori concept is a concept which is not derived
from sense experience but is imposed on sense experience.
An a priori feeling might then be (i) @ feeling which is

aroused by an a priori concept such as the feelings aroused
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| by the moral law, (e.g., Kant's Achtung) the feelings
aroused by the concept of the beautiful or by the concept
of God. But for Otto the feéling is the result of an en-
counter with the numen and is the warrant for the applica-
tion of the God-concept to the numen. The feeling is not,
then, aroused by the God-concept but is the ground of its
applicability. (ii) To say that the feeling is a priori
would suggést that it is not derived from experience but
ig imposed on it. But surely, if the numinous experience
j. s properly a feeling at all, it is itself experienced, a
given. As such, how can it be said to be imposed on exper-
jence? Perhaps in the sense that it shapes or molds the |
rest of the exnerience. DBut hatred may do this.--It may,
e.g., affect our judegments as to the motives of a certain
person, If So, hatred has as much right to be regarded as.
a priori as the numinous experience, Otto cannot mean this,
(11i) Or perhaps a numinous feeling is a priori simply in
the sense that it is not derived from sense experience.
3ince numinous feeling arises from-an encounter with the
numinous object, and since the numen 1is presumably suaper-
sensory, the feeling might be said to be 2 priori, To say
that the numinous feeling is a priori is then simply to say
that it is not occasioned by sense expefience. But if there
is such a thing as numinous exverience, this point is ob-
vious.

Let me briefly summarize what I have attempted toO do

in this section. (a) Otto attempts to describe numinous
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feelings by pointing out various non-numinous feelings
which are analogous to them yet qualitatively different,

Je find two difficulties here. (i) It is unclear as to
precisely how we are to describe the situation which is
described as 'exciting a qualitatively different feeling'.
This will depend upon how we construe the feeling series.
(ii) Unless We are given independent criteria for identi-
fying the numinous feeling {i.e., independent of analogous
feelings) it is unclear how we are to distinguish the numi-
nous feeling from those analogous feelings. (b) We have
diécovered several difficulties with the notion of sui gen-
eris feelings. 1 haQe argued that any feeling is unicue

if we mean that there is a sense in which we cannot be said
to know the feeling unless wWwe have éxperienced it. There

i s anotner perfectly good sense of 'know' however, where
we may be said to know the feeling in question if we can
distinguisﬁ those who are experiencing the feeling from
those who are not, I have argued that we cannot see how
this is to be done in the case of religious feelings, If
this is the case, then the numinous feeling may be unique
in a sense, but it is also unintelligible to anyone who has -
not experienced the feeling in question. 'This seems to be
an undesirable result, and a result which is not obviously
correct. Secondly, I have argued that Ctto has no reason
for maintaining that the occurrence of the feeling is inex-
plicable apart from religious considerations and so unicue

in this sense. (c) Finally I have argued that the notion of
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an a priori feeling is unintelligible except in the sense
that it is not aroused by an object accessible to the five
senses. But this can only mean that it is either aroused
by no object or that it is aroused by a non-sensuous object,
i.e.,, an object not accessible to our senses. Otto could
of course accept only the latter alternative. We cannot
continue the discussion of this point, however, until we
see exactly what sort of an object the numinous object is
supposed to be, and it is to this problem we must now ad-

dress ourselves.l

17 have concermed myself primarily with the general
difficulties which Otto's position presents. It may not be
out of place, however, to suggest the difficulties which are
presented by Otto'!s more detailed examination of particular
religious feelings, or aspects of these feelings. (a) Thus
take the element of awfulness. Suppose someone says that
this supposed numinous feeling is simply a combination of-
fear and wonder, i.e., We encounter something which is not
understood, We cannot classify it and are surprised at it.
This is coupled with fear or dread. Now such a combination
- of surprise and fear could be aroused by a natural object,
i.e., it is verfectly conceivable that we could encounter a
natural object which we are for the moment unable to classify,
and which frightens us. But is it so clear that we can dis-

" tinguish this case in which no special numinous object is

present from the case in which a feeling of awfulness is
aroused by such an object? Do we merely have to take Ctto's
word that there is such a difference? He can certainly specify
no difference except that the feeling of awfulness is arouse
by the numen while the other is not. Is, then, a numinous
feeling simply one which is aroused by a numinous object?

But this will not do, since we would then be attempting to
grasp the feeling by means of the numinous object rather than
the other way around.--And it is surely the possibility of
the latter which is the point of Otto's discussion. (b)
There is a special feeling of othemess which differs from
surprise, astonishment, etc. on the natural plane. (But
might not the difference simply be that other emotions such
as fear, admiration, etc., are involved in the religious con-
text which are not usually coupled with surprise and aston-

i shment in non-religious contexts?) Perhaps the crucial dif-
ference between the religious context and the non-religious
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context is that in the fomer case we worship, bend our
knee, etc. The claim would not then be, a 1la Otto, that

we cannot worshio a natural object but that worship is char-
acteristic of the complex of feelings and behavior that we
call religious. This would distinpguish religious 'aston-

i shment! from non-religious 'astonishment!. Now why might
we think that the object which arouses this attitude must
be super-rational? I suggest that it is not because of an
intrinsic impossibility of worshipvping a natural object

but simply because increasing sophistication makes it more
difficult for us to maintain this attitude towards any-
thing linited or towards anything which is within our con-
trol or which we can understand. Otto seems to maintain,
however, that it is intrinsically impossible to have the
feeling in cquestion unless it is aroused by a numinous ob-
ject. That is, the existence of @ numinous f{eeling logically
commits us to supposing the existence of a numinous object.
But if so, the numinous feeling cannot be fully explained
without reference to such an object. e will find, however,
that there are many difficulties in our attempt to discover
the nature of such an object. as such the notion of the
feeling of othemess (and other aspects of numinous feeling)
will be correspondingly unclear.



CHAPTER VIII

THE WATURE OF RELIGIOUS
PREDT CAYES

Before we tum to an examination of the coznitive
function of numinous feelingé, we must determine what ex-
actly it is which is being cognized, i.e., We must be able
to present certain true statements about the numinous object.
But these statements in tum cannot be understood unless
we can understand the predicates contained in them. It is,
then, to Ctto's theory of religious predicates We must now
tum.

‘"here are twWwo versions of the theory of religious
predicates which we must consider. 7The first is found in

The Philosophy of Zeligion according to Kant and ries, the

second in The Idea of the Holy.

A, In the former Otto attempts to show the bearing of
theoretical reason and the faculty of aesthetic judgment
upon religion. I propose to briefly state what I conceive
the first of these relations to be and then to examine it in
some detail,

We have vague feelings of truth which 2re articulabed
in the categories (of causality, quality, etc.) When these
categories are schematized by time and applied to sense ex-
perience, they yield knowledge of the phenomenal world. But
when schematized by the Principle of Completeness (a demand

for unity and necessity) these categories may be applied to

96
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Reality and not mere appearence. Apparently (though this

is n't clear to me) a category schematized by the Principle
of Completeness is an Idea, i.e., "the conceotion of some~
thing which absolutely transcends all experience which more-
over cannot be applied to experience...and at the sanme time

a concept which we must make necessary for ourselves from
pure reason".l 'The categories so schematized, however, -
yield only negative knowledge, i.e., they only deterrine
what Reality is not. Since the categories are taken as char-
acterizing Reality, as giving us knowledge about it, as being
in some sense‘properties of Reality, we have in embryo an

account of religious predicates functioning as logical pred-

icates of Reality. This account is supplemented but not
seriously extended b& Otto's consideration of practical
reason and aesthetic judgment., Let us exanine it in more
detail.

Otto (following Fries) apparently wénts to understand
the categories in a very general way, as the fundamental con-
ditions of all being. "We know beforehand that all that
exists must correspvond to them, In this sense We are pre-
scribing laws for being."2 (i.e., the numen.) (It would
seem, then, that the categories are not an answer to the
question, 'What must be the case, what conceptions must We

employ, for scientific knowWledge to be possible', bﬁt are

lrudolf Otto, The Philosophy of Religion, tr. E. B.
Dicker (London: Williams and Norgate Ltd., 1931), p. 66.

2Tbid., p. 52.
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somehow the source of true propositions about Being per se,
i.e., about numena, Now if this is to be the case, and if
Wwe are not to depart too far from Kant,l it would seem

that Reality must somehow be given to us in intuition if
the categories are to be applied to it, Otto does not
specifically raise this question but I suggest that such an
intuition is furmished By the various types of aesthetic
judgment and/or numinous feeling. If this is not the case,
then it would seem that Otto would have to maintain that
we 'just know' certain true propositions about Geality, be-
cause of 'demands of our reason' or something of the sort.
And it is unclear to ne exactly what this would involve
beyond a bare conviction that things are such and such.
Furthemore, if this were the case, Otto must then answWwer
the cuestion as to how these propositions can be known to
apply to being when there is no access to being, i.e., NO
means of acquaintance with being.)

But if a category can be applied to the noumenal
sphere then it must be conceived as "far more general and
comprehensive than in its restricted and schematized form".?
For example, the category of causality when schematized by

time, excludes freedom for if a change is to be understood

1T feel justified in critiecizing Otto from the
Kantian standpoint (or rather raising questions on the
basis of Kant's philosophy) because %a) the philosophy
which Otto sketches for us is supposed to be based on
Kant and (b) he uses Kantian terminology.

2(tto, The Philosophy of Religion, p. 57.
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as the effect of a causge, that cause must also be an effect,
If not, we could ask why the effect had not appeared sooner
or later than it in fact did. That %s, presumably the
ansWer to the question, 'Why did the effect appear just
when it did' is that it was only at such and such a time
that the causal conditions of its cause could come into
being, and so on, Now let us consider the category apart
from its temporal -schemata., e now have only "that a thing
is the reason for the existence of another thing and its
conditions; there is nothing as to the necessity of its
being an effect, if it is to be a cause",l

Generally speaking, a concept by which we cognize
neality is called an 'Idea'. The Idea or conception of
something which transcends all possible exnerience and yet
which reason must form--originate in us in "tthe immediate
knowledge'! of reason itséli‘".2 On the basis of this we “con-
struct ideas...through which we cognize the essence of
things as opposed to our xnowledze of them in space and
time",3 --though only by way of negation. 1 suggest, then,
that an Idea seems to be a categorvy considered apart from

its temporal schematization and applied to Realityd

11bid., p. 57-

21bid., p. 66.

31bid., p. 66.

kie are apparently forced to apply the categories to
Reality per se, the numena, because of the antimonies to

which they lead. Now Otto, following Fries, maintains that
the antimonies arise when the categories are considered to
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The caterories yield knowledge (though not theo-
retical knowledre) of Reality, if they are schematized by

the Principle of Completeness rather than by time. How do

be temporally schematized. When anplied to Reality vper se,
We escape our difficulty. This suggests two conclusions.
(a) We judge that that to which we apply the t emporally
schematized categories (i.e., the world) is mere appearance
and (b) all the antimonies can be resolved by the numena-
phenomena distinction. How are the antimonies construed?
(a} On the one hand we must maintain that the world is
infinite in space and time since We can conceive of no limit
to space and time, Cn the other hand we must maintain that
this is impossible. The nth number in a series can occur if
and onlv if the series up to n is complete. But if the
series is infinite, it is never complete. “herefore the nth
member could not occur. Otto concludes that for the essence
of things, we must close the series. "What really is, is as
it is, and not with something continually added.” (Ctto, rhe
Philosophy of Religion, p. 70.) Tt is complete. e ¢2n
then construct arguments which snow the world to be infinite
in space and time and we can construct arsuments which chow
the world to finite in space and time. Hence the antimony.
Otto then concludes that the former argument applies only

to the world of appearance While the reality which lies ne=-
hind anpearance is complete.

Tt is perhaps unclear as to how Otto reaches this re-
sult, If his second argument is successful, then it would
seem to show that for an event to occur in the world of ap-
pearances, the succession of events which precedes it must
be complete. It would seem, then, that we must entertain
these two contradictorv nrovositions--'The chain of appear-
ances is complete' and 'The chain of apvearances is infinite
in space and time', i.e., the opposed propositions are both
about the world of appearances and as such 1 cannot see how
the antimony is resolved by asserting that the reality which
underlies appearances (and therefore is not appearance, 1is
complete. Or his conclusion may be this: Since the anti-
mony (that appearances are both complete and infinite) arises
with respect to the world of appearance, it is somehow il-
lusory. I think Otto does maintain this, But how can we
conclude from this that Reality is complete? Why not in-
finite? Why anything at all?

(b) On the one hand we must maintain that phenomena are
infinitely divisible, since anything conceivable can be con-
ceived as divided., On the other hand this is impossible, for
then the world would be nothing but a complex of complexes.
Nothing could be proverly said to be at all. But with re-
spect to what really is, the incomplex must exist--there

must be completeness. Again, we must ask how, assuming that
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we arrive at this principle? We must note "the fact of
neason's confidence that it possesses real knowledge. . . Cof)
the objective reality of Being and Existence in general",l
Reason's "most profound knowledge" is of the unity and neces-
gsity of things. By unity Otto means that things constitute

a whole, are coherent--not that everything is one--a syn-

the antimony applies to the world of appearance, 1 can con-
clude from this the nature of Reality.

(c) On the one hand we must maintain that everything is
necessary. On the other hand, in order to conceive any par=-
ticular action as taking nlace, We must assume the existence
of free causes. There must be a last member of the series
"for it is clear that only when all the causes of a pheno-
menon have worked perfectly...can the phenomenon itself oc-
cur'. (Ctto, The P osophy of Religion, p. 73.) A free
cause then =dT, a first cause. There must be such a cause
for otherwise our explanation of any given phenomenon would
be incomplete, i.e., for any given cause which is supposed
to explain the phenomenon in cuestion, We can always ask,
tWwhy'. If we can always raise the cuestion our explanation
will never be complete.

Two remarks seem in order. (i) Provisionally as-
suming that any explanation is incomplete unless we vosit a
first cause, in what sense is the explanation unsatisfactory?
Is a scientific explanation, for example, unsatisfactory un-
less it mentions a first cause in the course of its explan-
ation? 1If not, the criteria of a satisfactory explanation
are not those of science. (ii) Or does Pure Reason d emand
such completeness? Does it perhaps furmish, then, criteria--
not for a satisfactory explanation in religion, science,
ethics, etc.--but the criteria of a satisfactory explanation
in general? But is there such a thing as a good explanation
per se, apart from a good scientific explanation, a good re-
ligious explanation, etc.? This at least does not seen to
me to be obvious. '

The antimony is resolved by assigning free being to
the noumenal world and assigning caused beings to the pheno-
menal world. ‘

(a) On the one hand it would seem that everything is con-
ditioned. On the other hand, a world in which everything is
conditioned would be "a monstrosity of the accidental®™. (Otto,
The Philosophy of Religion, p. 74. Therefore there must be

a necessary being,

10tto, The Philosophy of Religion, P. 77.

ATl S ey
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thetic unity, not "a mere rhapsody of perceptions“.l We
must posit necessity since "chance signifies nothing more
than a lack on our part".2 From this perception we derive
the Principle of Completion Which is designed to exclude
an infinite regress. Real existence is comnplete, made up
of simple elements, involves a totality of causes and these
are free causes. This principle furnishes a schema by which
we can apply the catezories to Reality.3

When the categories are schematized by the complete-
ness principle, the following Ideas arise. (a) The category
of quantity yields the Jdea of absolute or complete being.
(b) The category of cuality yields the Idea of simple reality.
(c) The category of modality yields the Idea of eternity.
(d) (i) We apply the category of substance to the spiritual,
after we have stripped it of its temporal form, "Here»the
datum is really an Incomplex...In the individual (personal)
mind with its inner qualities, do we alone know with certitude
and clearmmess what Substances are., By wayv of analogy to it ™ ~
we interpret that whiéh Is, then, as a world of spiritual

Being..."4 (my itdlies) What appears in time is apparently

lipid., p. 78.
2Tbid., p. 79.

3Now since an Idea is "the conception of something
which absolutely transcends all experience" (Otto, The Phil-
osophy of Religion, p. 66.), since Otto presumably means sense
experience and since 1ea11tv is what transcends experience, the
categories schematized by the completeness principle which ap-
ply to Reality nust be Tdeas. I am not clear whether Otto
wants to include anything else under the term 'Idea' or not,

AOtto, The Philosophy of Religion, p. 8.
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being thought of 2s an appearance of the Self (transcen-
dental ego?) to which we apoly the category of substance.

We tﬁgn extend the category by analogy to Reality. This

is curious. The category of substance when temporally
schematized is meant to apply to phenomena in space and
time, such as my empirical self. Now Self (i.e., presum-
ably the transcendental ego) is not a phenomenon which ap-
pears in space and time. So if we are to apply the cate-
gory of substance to it we must have a schemata. (We will
ignore the further difficulty that it must somehow be given
in intuition.) The only other available schemata is (for
all Otto has s2id) the Completeness principle, But suppdse
this is used to apply the category of substance to the Self.
Then, since a category so schematized applies to Reality,
Self must be Reality or a part of it.” But Otto has said
that the category of substance is apnlied to Self and then
extended by analogy to Reality. So presumably Reality is
comething different from the Self. (And Reality is presun=-
ably not simply a collection\cf‘Selves. For if it were a
coll ection of Selves, then the analogy would be between Self
.and.a collection of Selves. DBut this would be like making
an analogy between a tree and a2 collection of trees, and it
seems unclear to me as to exactly how, or with what point,
this could be done., Unless perhaps, Reality is an 'organic'
whole-=-2 Self composed of.SeIVes, where the will of each is
the will of the whole or something of this sort. However,

even supposing Wwe are quite clear as to exactly what this



104

means, I am not aware that Otto seriously suggests this
possibility,) But if so, the schematized category actually
applies to the Self and applies to Reality only by analogy.
Now if an Idea = a category schematized by the completeness
principle, it is not the case that all Ideas directly apply
to Being., Aud we can determine how they apply if and only

if we are given a theory of analogy which specifically states
the difference in sense When the Idea is applied to Self

and to Reality.

But perhaps when the éategory of substance is applied
to Self, it is not schematized by the completeness principle.
If not, it is apparently the only category which is not
schematized before application. If the categories must be
schematized before they can be applied (and Ctto talks as if
this were the caSe) then he mist furmish such a schemata
or conclude that the category of substénce'cannot be applied
to the Self. He does neither.

(1) The category of causality when schematized by 6ur
principle yields the Idea of Will and Freedom., Presumably
Otto reasons as follows. ‘If any chain of causes ‘is to be
complete, there must be a first cause, i.e., something un-
caused, i.e., something free. Now this category is applied
to 'spiritual activity', i.e., the activity of the Will, and
extended by anaiogy to Reality. As such it is open to the
same objections as the foregning,

(iii) We must now consider the category of.community. de

already have the Idea of a necessary being, but Otto thinks
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we may ask why this being should not lie within the world.
He concludes that the world, under the category of comaunity,
is an organic whole of its parts, But the reason for such
a wnole cannot be found in the individuals it comprises but
must be found outside it. The category of community when
schematized by the completeness principle thus also anplies
to something other than Reality, i.e., the world as a whole
--thougnh here there appears to be no relation of analogy bve-
tween the category of community as applied to the world as
a whole and as applied to Reality. Rather the application
of the category of community to the world raises a cuestion
as to the 'Wwhy' of the world. The category applies, then,
to the world and prompts the cuestion as to the cause of the
world as a whole. But I must confess I cannot see in what
sense the category itself applies to Reality. Surely to
prompt & question about Reality is not the same thing as to
apply to Reality.

In the light of the foresoing it would seem that we
mu st revise our'account of the Ideas. The Ideas of Simple
Reality, Completeness and Eternit’ are derived from the.cate-
gories of quality, quantity and modality when these are
gchematized by the completeness principle, These Ideas are
presumably reant to apply directly to Reality. 3ut when we
vcome to the categories of relation, something different oc-
curs. In no case does the schematized catezory apply directly
to Reality. The category of substance applies to Self. The

categorv of causality to the activity of the Self and the cate-
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gory of community to the world as a whole. (And I suppose
that this is the phenomenal world as a whole,) These are
then (exceot possibly for the category of community) applied
analogously to Reality. So We must revise our definition

of an Tdea as follows. An Idea =df., a category schematized
by the Principle of Completeness and applied to Jeality, or
a category schematized by the completeness principle, ap-
plied to Self, spirit or world and then applied analogously
to Reality.

e must now notice that the predicates in question
function negatively. This perhaps furnishes some insight
jnto the way in which the Princinle of Completeness schema-
tizes the categories.--It Cenies or abrogates everything in,
e.g., the category of causaliﬁy, which would seemn tOo suggest
jncompleteness. This, however, presents us with a2 new dif-
ficulty. The incomnleteness in question apparently arises
when the category is applied to anything other than reality.
That is, the catesory of causality, for example, yields the
notibn of an infinite, i.e., incomplete chain of events only
when it is applied to phenomena or the totality of phenomena,
and it can be so applied only if it is temporally schematized.
mo deny anything in ﬁhe caterory suggesting incompleteness,
i s then to deny that the temporally schematized category ap-
plies to Reality. But since the incompleteness is not found
in the category per se, but in the % emporally schewmatized
catezory, to say that the category applies negatively to Re-

ality would seem to suggest that the feature which is the



107

source of the incompletensess must be removed before it can
be applied. But if so, then all that is involved in schema-
tizing the categorv by the completeness pfinciple, is to re-
move the temporal schemata and then apply the caterory. But
this is eaquivalent to having no schemata at all.

At this stage in the argument it would see:. that the
Principle of Completeness is performing three functions.
(a) We havé seen that the categories such as those of sub-
stance apoly to the Self, although the Self is not in space
and time and therefore is not temporally schemdtized. I
have suggésted that if it is schematized, the only thing
available is the Principle of Completeness. (b) It seems
to warrant the extension of, e.g., the catecory of substance
to-Reality by analogy--since it is presumably the compl et e~
ness principvle which provides the.warrant for the applica-
tion of any category to Reality, and the category of sub-
stance can be applied to Reality only by analogy. (c) We
have just seen that the completeness principle seems to De
(in part at least) a denial that 2eality is in any sense in-
conmplete. |

In view of the foregoing, I believe We are Justified
in rejecting the account of religious predicates contained

in The Philosophy of Teligion because of the internal dif-

ficulties involved in making such a nosition coherent.
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B. Ye must next consider the account of religious predi-
cates offered in The Idea of the Holy. It consists in es-
sentially four points. {a) Certain predicates, called 'ideo-
grams' can be applied to the numen on the basis of certain
affective states created in us by the numen. That is, the
numen in virtue of some property P causes in us a numinous
feeling £, This is analogous to a non_numinoué feeling g,
which is normally caused by an object with property Q. Ve
then say that the numen is Q, where 'Q' is an ideogram of
the otherwice inaccessible proverty P.

l’lore than this seems to be intended nowever, i.e., 1t
would seem that Q is supposed t> resemble P in some Way over
and above the bare fact that they excite analogous feelings.
#hen this happens, I will say that O may ve rezarded a&s a
metaphOrnfor P, as metaphorically telling us something about
the nature of the numen.
(b) There are other nredicates called 'scacmatizing con-
cepts'. These can be applied to the numen in a more literal
fashion than can ideograms, The content of & schematizing
concept When applied to numen and when applied to an ordinary
object is the samé. However, when applied to the numen the
concept is applied absolutely., We thus have an essential dif-
ference.
(ec) The relation between the schematizing concepts and the
numen is & priori.
(a) Finally, the numen, the subject of these predicates, is

never capable of being comvletely conceptualized. It is non-
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rational and can only be given to us in religious feelings.
We will consider each of thses points in tum.

Before proceeding, however, I would like to add that
it is not clear to me whether Otto wants td use 'ideogram!
to cover all religious predicates or only some of them. It
would seem that concepts like 'wrath', tanger', 'pity', etc.
are singled out as ideograms while concepts like 'love',
'just', etc. are schematizing ideas. This distinction is
by no means clear since (a) Otto sometimes suggests that all

religious predicates are ideograms. Thus in Mysticism East

ggg'iggg, Eckhart's and Sankara's speculations about being
are regcarded as ideograms "of the 'Whoily Other', of the
'Anyad', alienum, the dissimile of which We spoke in The
Idea of the Holy".l This would susgest that 'being! and
twrath! are equally to be regarded as ideograms. (b) Otto
at times talks as if all oredicates schematize or 'fill in!
the numinoué.

Be this as it may, it would seem that there is a
marked contrast between two sorts of predicates. The dis-
tinction seems to be recognized by Otto in practice, though
I shall not argue the point. (a) Thus 'Wwrath' etc. are niore
obviously metaphorical and anthropomorphical while (b) con-
cepts like those of wisdom and justice, infinity, othemrness
are rieant to applv to the numinous in some more literal fashion.

I shall thus speak on the one hand of ideograms and on the

laudolf Otto, Mysticism East and West, tr. Bertha L.
Bracey and Richenda C. Payne (New York: Meridian 3ooks, 1958),
Pe 24.
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other of schematizing ideas éHd concepts. 1 realize that
there is some danger of misrepresenting Otto by doing this,
but since my primarv purpose is not to present Ctto's posi-
tion, but to examine the problem of the relation of religious
feelings to religicus statements, and since there does seem
to be a distinction in religious literature between those
predicates which are metaphOrical and those which are not so
intended, T feel justified in making this distinction. How-
ever, though there will be some departure from Ctto, I think
that what T say is consistent with his general nosition.
1. Let us first examine the notion of an ideogram., e
find the clue for our presentation in the following renarks.
mtWrath' is here the 'ideogrem! of a unique emotional moment
in religious experience."l It is not "a genuine intellectual
concept (but) a sort of illustrative substitute for & con-
cept".2 1 suggest that Otto thinks that we arrive at ideo-
grams in the following way-—ie derive these symbols by con-
sidering what condition or factors would cause--not the numi-
nous feeling itself--bﬁt the naturael feeling which is ana-
logous to it. Thus fear is the analogue of numinous dread.
Fear might be caused by anger or wrath. Therefore twrath!
becomes an ideogram for that feature of the numen which ex-
cites 'numinous dread?.

RBut at this point we must ask, can this be all that is

involved in the use of an ideogram? It would seem not.

lotto, The Idea of the Holy, p. 19.

2Ibid., p. 19.
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Those predicates which we have classified as ideograms are
supposed to stand for properties which are somehow like the
numen, thev function in short as metaphors. For example,
'wrath! is meant to indicate some feature in the numen wnich
is like human anger, over and above the bare fact that ﬁhey
both inspire fear, i.e., 'Wwrath'! tells us something about
the numen, not only how it affects us, I will accordingly
(though rather arbitrarily) use 'metaphor' here to invoke
some roint of resemblance over and above the bare fact that
the resembling properties eicite analogous feelings. I do
this partly on the grounds that we seem ready enough to say
in the religious situation, 'similar effects, similar causes'
and on the basis of this to conclude that the numen must be-
tray characteristicé displayed in human anger. st the same
time--in this religious situation--we want to say that the
numen is not angry in the way a human being is angry. This
seens too anthropocentric for our tastes. We regard 'wrath',
then, as vaguely indicating points of resemblance, without
spelling them out, In short, 'Wrath' is regarded as a reveal-
ing metaphor.

| What does a metaphor do? Presumably there is an im-
plied comparison between one thing and another (e.g., from
Nfrashaw's "Saint !ary lagdalene", 'Heavens thy fair eyes be,/
Heavens of ever-falling stars...') in certain respects, the
comvarison serving to call attention to certéin aspects of
ary Magdalene's eyes. Furtiemore, the comparison works

backwards. ¥e notice certain aspects of the heavens which
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are like those of the eyes. &4t least two conditions ought
to be fulfilled. (2) The juxtaposition must be strénge
.enough to focus our attention on aspects of the ﬁeavens and
eyes which would~otheEWise be overlooked, i.e., it must ar-
rest our attention. (b) It must not be strange to the point
of being ludicrous. This by no meéns pretends to be an ace=-
quate account of metaphor. But if these brief remarks are
correct, they suggest certain respects in which the notion
of, e.Z., 'Wrath' as a metaphorical attribute of the numen,
is unclear.

| The strangeness which vartially accounts for & meta-
phor's effectiveness is achieved by the surprising yoking
of dissimilar and normally unconnected things. Rut though
an ideogram seems to be some sort of a metapher, it would
seem that the surnrising yoking of disparate terms is not
supposed to be one of their features. 'Wrath', for example,
is surely not sunposed to call attention to some feature of
the deity through the surprising connection of some feature
of the numen with human znger. I1f these remarks are correct,
it is by no means clear in what sense We can say that ‘wrath'
is metaphorically applied to the numen, Presumably the case
is this. It is simply claimed that the numen has a property
like (in some relatively vague way) love for example.

We are, I think, unable to understand metaphors (in

my sense) without either (a) direct access to the vehicle and
tenor of the metaphor (the terms are T. 4, Richards') or (b)

translation into other metaphors or (c¢) a non-metaphorical
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translation, NKow the second altermative is inadequate
since the same Questions arise again, The only non-meta-
phorical trenslation will be in terms of schematizing con-
cepts which we will see to be themselves unintelligible.
The only remaining altemative is that we have direct ac-
cess to the numen, Put the numen is inaccessible to us un-
iess We have numinous feelings. But this :@means (since schenma-
tizing concepts are unintelligible) that we can understand
these rietaphors (the only remaining type of predicate) only
if we have numinous feelings. This implies the rather cur-
ious conclusion that only & man who has had numinous exper-
iences can understand religious statements,

This is not completely accurate, however, for if
schematizing concepts are unintelligible and if metapnhors
(in my strong sense) are equally so (and the_second clause
is a consecuence of the first) then there remains one sort
of predicate which can be intelligibly applied to the nunen,
namely those which indicate the property which excites a
narticular numinous feeling. The *casn value' of the re-
ligious predicate 'Q' Will then be 'the numen excites feel-
ing f like feeling g'. Tor those of us who have not had numi -
nous feelings, then, the numen can be characterized only as
'somethinsg, we know not what, which causes feelings like sub-

limity and fear and...etc.' This is certainly a stark result.

N

. Schematizing ideas are given a priori--absoluteness,
completion, necessity, substantiality, the Good as an object-

ive value. e must first notice that these concepts are sup-
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posed to be derived from pure reason and in fact seem to be
an analogue to, or parellel with, Kant's Ideas ol Pure Xeason,
except for the fact that Otto has now supplied an intuition
-=Tnuminous feeling'-<which allows us to attach them to Re-
ality. However, Otto has said in discussing Schleiermacher
that causality is a schematization of God's relation to us.
Now this is a category, not an Idea. 3But we &re supposed to
be able to apply it to the numinous. As such we must con-
clude that the category of causality can be applied both to
sen se intuitions and to that which is given in numinous feel-
ings. But these are two different sorts of objects. T“he cate-
gory mast then be applied in two different ways. But this
must mean that Otto is working with some form of the analogy
theory, i.e., 'c2use' means one thing in sense experience
and another thing when applied to God (an obvious differeice
is that when anplied to fod the category is functioning as a
schemata), We must not then identify schematizing concepts
with Kant's Ydeas (even though the source of both is called
'pure reason'), Rather the situation is simply this: Al1
those predicates which we want to apply to God in a more
literal fasghion thén those like wrath, etc. are schematizing
concepts, and the source of these is some faculty which Otto
labels 'pure reason', (Which is otherwise unexplained).

How, then, are wWe to construe schematizing.concepts?
Amongz schematizing ideas are such predicates as 'love'. Now
how are we to understand them?

God's rational attributes can'be distingui shed from like
attributes aprlied to the created snirit by being not re-
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lative as those are but absolute. Human love is re-
lative, admitting of degrees and it is the same with
human knowledge and human goodness., God's love and
knowl edge and goodness...are formally absolute. The
content of the attributes is the same; it is the ele-
ment _Q_I' form which marks them apart...Our understand-
ing can only compass the relative. That which isa..
absolute though it_may in a sense be thought, cannot
be thought home...

This passage seems to suggest the following: We form a scale
of steadfast behavior from less to more or of love from a less
complete love with a greater admixture of selfishness to a
more complete and selfless love, or of less knowledge to more
knowl edge. 4ssuming we can do this, we can form the notion
of the limits of these series. The limiting concept is then
applied to God, i.e., most knowledge, nost complete and self-
less love, most steadfast behavior, However, the content is
the same as when the words are ordinarily used. If so, the
properties designated by 'love', etc., must be within the
series. If so, the properties in question can only be the
highest members of their respective scales. But if this is
_the case, there is no break in meaning when the predicate
tlove' is applied to man and when it is applied to God. But
if so, then to say we take 'love' absolutely when We apply

it to God, is to reduce the absolute-relative di stinction
(the distinction between the limit of a series and a member
of that series) to a distinction betweén the highest member
of a given scale and the lowest members. Is this tenable?
Perhaps it is. There does seem to be one significant dif-

ference between the highest member and the lower members--

l1bid., p. 141.
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only the highest member would be perfect in the various
scales. But does this say anything more than that the high-
est member is the highest member? Is not 'perfect love' =d4f,
love which is highest in the scale? Yet presumably Otto
wants to say more than this, God must somehow be inconmensur-
able with anything else (He is wholly other). Therefore le
must somehow be ocutside the series or perhaps its limit as
sucgested. Yet the content of 'love' when arplied to God
must be the same as when applied to persons. B3Zut if so,
God's love rmst fall within the scale. God is either both
within the scale and outside the scale, or the limit of the
scale {neither outside nor inside) and yet inside the scale.
These demands seem self-contradictory and Jtto, at least, has
not told us how to reconcile them,

Furthertiore, the above account will only be adecuate
for predicates which stand for qualities and admit of 'more
or less'. Yet do all schematizing concepts admit ol degree?
Wwhat about 'judge'? Perhaps we can speak of a better or Worse
judge, and this is the scale in question. Yet it is not ob-
vious that every schematizing concept can be preated in this
way. vhat about 'necessity', 'simplicity', 'substantiality'?
Are things nore or_less necessary, more or less simple, more
or less substantial? Perhaps so. If not, however, I believe
that Otto will be forced to back into & position such as

that presented in The Philosophy of Religion. But this we

have already seen to be inadequate.

3. Let us now see if we can make sense of the relation-
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ship between schematizing ideas and the numen. The relation
of rational to non-rational elements (i.e., the relation of
schematizing concepts like tlove!', 'jﬁs‘cice', tomnipotence',
etc. to the numinous) is one of schematization, the connec-
tion between the two being &2 priori. Since Otto presumably
borrows the term 'schematize' from Kant, let us assume that
Kant's account of schematization is intelligible, 2nd see in
what respects Ctto's use of the term resembles ahd differs
from Kant's., (a) XKant's schemata schematize categories, such
as the category of causality, by outlining the conditions
under which the categories can be applied to experience, and
the categorv itself is an instrument for handling or organ-
izing sense experience. But Otto seems to be proposing to
schematize an object or entity, the numen--and not a category.
But perhaps he is offering a schemata for the numinous quality.
Tow though there is (according to Kant) a category of quality,
in what sense can a specific éuality, i.e., the numinous gual-
ity, be regarded as a category? But if it is not a category,
then what exactly does Otto mean by schematization? (b) Again,
in Xant the schemata is a means of applying a category to
experiences. Now under what circumstances might 7 be said to
apply the category of the numinous to experience? I suppose
in cases Wwhere I say 'the numen is present' or 'this is numi-
nous'. But what allows me to do this? Not the supposed
schematizing concepts of love and Jjustice, etc.,v but the fact
that T have had certain numinous feelings, i.e., the feelings

mediate the application of the cai:egor'y, not the supposed
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schemata. (c¢) Azain, the categorv is for Kant the source
of intelligibilitv, the schemdata is sinply a means of ap-
plying it to sense experience. But for Otto, the schemata
-=-'love', 'just'!, etc.--is the source of intelligibility.
That which is schematized--the numinous--is per se unintel-
ligible.

Now if the relation of concepts like 'love', t'omni-
scient', ete., to the numen is not one of schematization in
Kant's sense, then precisely what is it? Are thesevqualities
simply analogous to those which the numen vossesses? The con-
nection seems to be tighter than this. The connection be-
tween the numen and its schemata is a necessary one, like
that between the category of causality and its schemata.,

And what Otto seems ultimately to be saying is that the con-
nection is given a priori, and beyond this is unintelligible.

Or perhaps this meant: The numinous feelings are the
data or given which is structured by the category of the holy,
schematized by the concepts of love, justice, etc. But does
it make any sense to say that the concent of the holy is ap-
plied to_feelings under the conditions that...? Presumably
the conéept of holiness is not avplied to my feelings but to
some object of these feelinrns.

Otto says that the relation between rational and non=-
rational elements is analogous to the relation of werds and
music in a song. "he words may arouse certain emotions which
are appropriate to the situation described. Put the music

releases feelings which cannot be adecuately conveyed in words,
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This analogy seems unilluminating, vor the lyric excites
f:aeling:'s in us by using words in their ordinary senses or
by means of metaphors, both terms of which are in principle
directly accessible to us, while the 'rational' schemata of
the holv emrloys words in stretched or analogous senses
which have yet to be specified. In the second place, We may

notice that certain combinations of words and music are in-

‘appropz‘iate. The Ode to & Grecian Urn should not be set to

a march., How do we judge appropriateness? I am not sure.
Ferhaps we just feel that one combination 1s appropriate
while another is nbt. Ve zet a feeling of satisfaction or
something of the sort. But the numinous (the analogue to
the music) is inaccessible to those of us who have not had
numinous feelings. 4s such we are not in a position to judge
of the appropriateness or inappropriateness of any given pred-
icate, i.e., We cannot know whetiher (a) a given predicate P
does apply in fact nor (b) whether P is the gort of predicate
which can apply to the numen. 3ut if we do not know Whether
P is the sort' of predicate which can apply, then we do not
even know if 'the numen is P' is intelligible. 4 category
mistbake might have been made. T cannot know whether this is
the case unless T know to what 'numen' refers. For all we
have seen, hOWever, We can only know to what "numen', refers
if we have access to the numen in feelings. Tt seems curious
to maintain that those who have not had numinous experiences

cannot know whether religious statements are intelligible or
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not.l
Put something tighter is ‘ntended than is suggested
by the analogies with a song and 1love. M"’he same & priori

character belongs...to the connecticn of the rational and the

non-rational elements in religion, their...necessary union,"?
(my italics) Now presumably concepts and rules may be a
priori in the sense that they are not cerived from exner-

i ence, but are imposed upon it and structure it. But this
passage suggests not only that rules and concepts are & Prie-
ori, but that certain particular propositions can be known a
priori. Thus 'the numen (God) loves us' is not & rule or con-
cept but is a judgment which predicates a certain concept of
a particular subject, the subject being given to us through
auminous feelings. To know that the subject and predicate
are connected a priori is to know a priori that the concept
tlove' may be truly predicated of the numen., 3ut tais is to

xnow the truth of a narticular judgment a priori. If s0,

linother analogy is proposed. The rational and non-
rational elements are supposed to interpenetrate one another
like the sex-instinct (non-rational) and personal afiection
(rational) in love. But if the analogy is meant seriously,
it would seem that not only are We unable tO explain the con-
nection between rational and non-rational elements in the
Tdea of the Holy, We are unable to determine what these
rational elements are. In what sense is personal affection
rational? It can be described of course, put so can the sex-
instinct. We might say it is rational since it is nobler, or
something of the sort. But this is to make %rational'! a
value term. Yet we have been assuming thav 'rational' was
beinz used to mean 'intelligible', 'capable of comprehension!
and was as such a predicate which is to be applied to concepts
and not to feelings. If Otto does not mean this, I do not
know what he means.

20tto, The Idea of tne Holy, p. 136.
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then statements about God are synthetic a priori. But this
i s perhaps not what we would expect. Compare 'X causes y'
where both x and y are natural phenomena, and 'God causes
the world' or compare 'John loves us' with 'God loves us',
Though (on the Kantian view) 'x causes y' involves an appli-
cation of the 2 priori concept of causality and 'John loves
us' involves an aonlication of the a priori concept of sub-
stance, the truth of these judgments is not determined a
priori, but by an inspection of the actual state of affairs.
tThus though 'God causes the world' and 'x causes y' seem to
be formally identical, the truth of the latter is determined
a posteriori and the truth of the former is determined a
priori.

But what more does this involve than the simple claim
that we 'just know' these propositions to be true, i.e., We
are convinced of their truth? It is not clear, however, why
conviction should be allowed as a test of truth in this case
any more than in any other case. I think, however, that what
is really happening here is that we see the truth of the par-
ticular judement by appealing to numinous feelings in which
the nunmen is disclosed.‘ That is, the connection is seen to
be appropriate if We possess numinous feelings.

T have argued that Otto's conception of the relation
of schematizing concepts to the numen which they schematize
is inadequate because of (a) intemal difficulties involved
in the apnlication of the Kantian notions to thé case at

hand and (b) the failure of the analogies by which Otto hopes
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to make this relation intelligible. I concluded that the
tcash value' of the claim that the relation is a priori is
that we 'just see' that the predicate in question does ap-
ply to the numen, if we possess numinous feelings in which
the numen is disclosed. We wWill discuss the claim that the
numen is disclosed in feeling in Chapter IX.

L. Let us now consider the uncanny character of the numi-
nous object--the super-retional somewhat which is supposed
to be grasped by numinous feelings. Such an object is tholy!
and an apprehension of its holiness precedes an apprehension
of its other attributes.

(1) 'Holy! contains an el ement which "ecompletely eludes
apprehension in terms of concepts".l "The same thing is true
of the category of the beautiful."? It contains moral sig-
nificance but also an "overplus of meaning".3 The holy ob-
ject which is grasped by numinous feelings eludes our under-
standing. How, then, does something elude our conceptual un-
defstanding? (2) There is this general difficulty. 'X eludes
our comprehension! is & proposition which might be established
in two ways. (i) We have made continual efforts to under-
stand x, but these attempts have been uniformly unsuccessful.
But this set of facts does not warrant the conclusion that x
is incomprehensible. It simply justifies the more limited

conclusion that we have been unable to comprehend it. Otto

l1bid., p. 5.
2Tbid., p. 5.
BIbid., p. 5.
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wants more than this.- (ii) Or perhaps from an examination

of the nature of the mind we conclude that x must be in prin-
ciple incomprehensible. But why should the nature of mind
make x incomprehensible? Presumably because x is of such
and such a2 nature. But this presupposes tliat we know some-
thing about x, and therefore that x is not -completely incom-
prehensible. (b) Or perhaps something is incomprenensible
if it cannot be analjzed into constituent parts. Thus, fol=-
lowing Moore, yellow is an unanalyzable simple property.v
There is no way of telling a person what yellow is like--he
must see it for himself, Perhaps the numen or holy object
is of this sort. However, objections immediately arise. The(
numen is not a property but an entity--a particular which is
the subject of predicates (e.g., loves us, wrathful, etc.) |
Or if this is misleading, Otto would presumably think it cor-
rect to say that the numen is more like a subject than a pro-
perty. It may be found *'in' natural objects or situations,
yet it is not a property of those objects or situations.

loWw granting that there can be simple unanalyzable properties
like yellow, is it clear that there could be 2 simple unana-
lyzable particular? What . -weuld be an example of such a par-
ticular? TIs a simple unanalyzable particular one which has
only simple unanalyzable properties? S3ay something is yellow,
tastes bitter and has a pungent odor? If so--if the holy ob-
ject is simple in this sense--we must make out that all its
properties are simple in the above sense or can be reduced

to such simple constituents. But are reason or purpose simple
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in this sense? Can they be reduced? Yet We attribute
these to the holy object. Perhaps, though, T am misstating
the problem., (c) Or is the numen incomprehensible in the
sense in which we might say 'love is a mystery'? We mean
simply that we cannot exhaust the richness of the concept--
that whatever we say there is more to bew said, @ new nuance
always presents itself. But if so, 'incomprehensible' does
not mean 'inconceivable' but simply 'not completely conceiv-
.able' . And this does not mean that there is any particular
element or feature which is inconceivable, but that we will
ijn fact never be able to conceptualize all aspects of love.
(Though we would know this to be true is unclear.

(2) Again, the numen is wholly other. The question is
tother than what?! The answer is supposed to be 'other than
everything', But what sense does this make? For an x to be
other than everything it must be other than itself, Or per-
haps it means 'other than everything which is not wholly
other'. But given any y it is other than everything which
is not-y! Now pretty obviously what is meant is that x is
my sterious, uncanny, different, not in the same .category as
natural objects.

The first three of these characterizations involvé a
reference to the effect of the numen on the subject of numi-
nous feelings. The last characterization says something about
the numen itself and this is what we are after. We must then
agk 'What are the cr{aracteristics of this new category'. The

differences are not specified (beyond saying that the numen
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is other than natural objects) and so we are left with ‘'mys-
terious', 'uncanny', etec., which primarily seem to refer to
the way in which the numen impresses us. (Kot entirely, how-
ever, since a further claim is also being made--'We cannot
comprehend or categorize x and x would impress most people-
as uncanny, etc.' To say that we cannot caterorize X, how-
ever, does not advance our understanding of it.)

(3) Otto has said that the various predicates which we

can avpoly to the numen do not exhaust the idea of deity, but
in fact "imply a non-rational or Super-rational subject of
which they are predicates...[this}...must be in some way or
other within our grasp, else absolutely nothing could be as-
serted of it".l We have already encountered some of the dif-
ficulties inherent in an attempt to grasp the numinous object.
Let us, however, try & new approach. 3uppose We say that
tgreeness', 'lives 100 years', etc., do not exhaust the idea
of a tree but in fact imply some supra-rational (non-concep-
tual) subject of which they are predicates, i.e., to talk
about trees, to attribute predicates to them, presupposes
that there are trees, some subject thch is somehow given to
us, and that this is a necessary condition of predication.
Now how do We know there are trees? How are they given to
us? (a) Perhéps we see them--a tree is standing before me
and I can point to it or indicate its presence by a demon-
strative. (b) Or someone whom I trust assures me that there

are such objects. But if asked how he knows, he will presum-

l1bid., p. 2.



126

ably say that he has seen them, etc., i.e., been in a posi-
tion where he can point to them or refer to them by demon-
stratives. Tf not, he will refer me to someone who has.

The ultiméte tie-up will be with sense perception and a
situation where the use of demonstratives is in order.

There will then always be this distinction betWeen predi-

- cates and the object to which they are applied, that the oOb-
ject can be singled out or pointed to (at least in pr@nciple)
by demonstratives. I can perhaps point to instances of, €.8.,
red or of other characteristics but I cannot point to or in-
dicaté the property itself. (There are, of course, various
subjects which carmot be so indicated, e.f., electrons, hu-
manity, etc. But the latter seems to be a universal or to
behave as one, and there seers no reason to conclude that |
Otto would want to regard the numen as é theoretical con-
struct [like an electron] , since it is presumably something

" which we can encounter--not sometning we infer.) To say, then,
that a group of predicates fail to exhaust their subject
night be to indicate & distinction between two sorts of
things I do--vredication and indexical references to an ob-
ject., Kow such an indexical reference always seems to De iﬁ
order When what I am referring to is a particular rather thah
a property or universal. &s such, if the numen is a rarticu-
jar (and it seems to be treated 2s one) then an indexical ref-
erence is in order. But how do I point to the numinous ob=-
ject, where do I point, etc.? How do'I jindicate a particular

which is (it seems) neither spatial nor temporel? When I
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point to, e.g., a car in front of my house, tWwo conditions
are fulfilled. (a) The car is within my present visual field
and (b) I presume that the car is within the visual field of
a normal person who is standing roughly where I am. If the
second condition is not fulfilled I will not use demonstra-
tives but will consider them to be inappropriate. (What
would be the noint of saying 'This is blue' if my hearer
does not know what 'this' refers to?) Now what is the situ-
ation with respect to the numen? 1In what sense is the numen
part of a sense field which is given to me? It is a 'tran-
scendental' object. Does it simply differ in the way that
a visual object differs from an auditory object? Is it a
new datum as different from visual, tactual, etc. data as
they are from each other? Or is the difference more pro-
nounced? The difference must be more pronounced since con-
dition b does not hold., 7Tt would seem to be the case that
two persons, A‘and B, can both be in the same spot, both pos-
sessed of normal faculties, yet A claim‘s to apprehend the
numen while B does not. Low possibly we might say that B is
numen-blind as we say that a person is color-blind. (+e will
examine this possibility at another point.) If we do not,
then the whole situation is abnormal, since the fact that B
does not grasp the numen does not prohibit 4 from saying
'There is numen here' which is presumably an indexical refer-
ence to the numinous object.,

We may then, I think, conclude that it is unclear as

to exactly how we are to construe the statement that the numen
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eludes our conceptual apprehension, that it is not ex-
hausted by our concepts. #e have reached this result both
by a consideration of the general difficulties involved in
claiming that anything is incompréﬁgnsible and by a consid-
eration of several possibilities which Otto may have had in
mind, yet which are inadecuate.

lFore exactly, Otto has maintained that the numen (or
part of it, i.e., the non-rational part) is essentially in-
comprehensible or wholly other. I have argued (a) that
there is a general difficulty in calling anything incompre-
hensible unless We simply nean that we cannot fully explain
or describe it, or unless this is simply a means of indi-
cating the emotional impact which the object in question —
has upon us. (b) Claiming that there is a non-rational ele-
ment in the notion of deity which cannot be exhausted in con-
cepts, may be simply a means of saying that an indexical ref-
erence is ultimately essentiai."I have argued that in the
case of the numen, an attempt to make an indexical reference
to the numen reveals significant differences from the situ;
ation in which ordinary indexical reference is made, and
that the notion of such an indexical reference may be unin-

telligible.



CHAPTER 1IX

NUMINOUS FEELINGS
AS COGNITIVE

We are now in a position to turn to the claim that
numinous feelings are cognitive, grasp the numen in some
way., lNore exactly these feelings seem both to give us the
nunmen itself and assure us of the truth of certain proposi-
tions which are made about the numen.

Religious statements are true, according to Otto, but
they are "bound up with exalted states of feeling"l and thus
differ from ordinary assertions. Religious propositions
could not be arrived at "without cbnscious consent and a cer-
tain exaltation of spirit on my part'.2 They "must be
judged entirely by the standards of conscience and feeling,
by their own self-sufficiency and validity",3 This suggests
(a) that the proposition is only presented in a state of ex-
altation or heightened -feelings and (b) that the feelings con-
vince us of their truth, or their truth is seen through the
feeling, i.e., the state of exaltation is an intuitive fac-
ulty of some sort., Disputes on religious Guestions thus
usually fail, since one of the disputants lacks this 'en-

thusiasm'. "If they both have it,..dialectics are~out of

lmidolf Otto, Naturalism and Religion, tr. J. Arthur
Thomson and Margaret R, Thomson (New York: G. P. Putnam Sons,
1907), p. 31.

2Tbid., p. 31.

3Ibid., p. 31.
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the question."l

We are not, however, simply intuitively aware of
the truth of certain propositions, we have a direct access
to the numinous object itself. Thus in Chapter III of

Naturalism and Religion, Otto maintains that in feeling

and intuition, the world of appearance points beyond itself
to the true nature of things, i.e., Reality. (Is intuition
something different from feeling? It would seem not. There
i s certainly no suggestion that the intuition can exist
apart from the feeling or vice versa. And Ctto does talk

as if we apprehend reality through feeling. I conclude,
then, that if it is not cuite truth that feeling = intuition,
vet feeling is somehow itself intuitive.)

For Otto, meanings are part of the numinous exper-
ience from the Start.2 Yy first report may simply express
or refer to my experience, e.g., 'How uncanny' or 'How dread-
ful this place is'. I may then proceed to explicate this
by expressions like 'It is not cuite right here' or 'This
is none other than the house of Elohim', "The first sen-
tence[s) give plainly the mental impression jtself in all its
immediacy...The second (set of statements)] gives this pro-
cess of explication and interpretation; it is no longer
simply an expression of the actual experience."3 (a) This

pretty clearly suggests that the experience contains a cog-

11bid., p. 31.
20tto, The Idea of the Holy, p. 126.

31Ibid., pp. 126-27.
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nitive element, i.e., puts us in contact with something

out side ourselves, serves to detect it, There is a stronger
statement of this claim. The numen "can be firmly grasped,
thoroughly understood and profoundly appreciated, purely

in, with, and from the feeling.itself“.l (my italics)2

(b) But assuming that there is something present to de-
tect, how can we explain the fact that feelings are cogni-
tive? How does this supposed faculty work? How do we cor-
rect its mistakes? The numen is given to us only in these
intuitive feelings, so we cannot assume the existence of the
numen until we know under what conditions it can be veridi-
cally perceiVed; Rut if We cannot assume there is a numen
we cannot ask how it is perceived. e can, however, ask
what feature of the experience would lead us to think that
it has an object and then ask whether these circumstances
are sufficient to justify the claim that there is a numen.
Again, the numen "may be directly encountered in par-
ticular occurrences and events, self revealed in persons and

actions",3 This is to be distinguished from cases in which

lypid., p. 35.—

2However, Otto says at one point that numinous exper-
jences "are themselves not perceptions at all, but peculiar
interpretations and valuations, at first of perceptual data,
and then...of posited objects and entities, which themselves
no longer belong to the perceptual world..." (Otto, The Idea
of the Holy, p. 113.) Now Otto does claim that the nufien is
ZTrectly encountered, though this passage would suggest that
it is not encountered by any sort of perception. But if not,
how is it encountered? It must be given in some way. Per-
haps Otto is simply claiming here that numinous experiences
are not sense perceptions,

3Otto, The Idea of the Holy, p. 1l43.
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natural objects or events suggest or excite the numinous
feeling -by producing analogous emotions.

"Let us call the faculty...of genuinely cognizing
and recognizing the holy in its appearances the faculty of

divination, "l

Wherever a mind is exposed in a spirit of...submission
to impressions of the 'universe! it becomes capable=--
s0 {Schleiermacher] lays down--of experiencing 'intui-
tions' and 'feelings' of something, that is as it were,
a sheer overplus, in addition to empirical reality...
Cthey) are true 2s far as they go; and for all Schleier-
macher'!s aversion to the word...they must certainly be
termed cognitions, modes of knowing, though, of course,
not the proguct of reflection but the intuitive outcome
of feeling.

The plainest analogy, according to Otto, is to be

found in Kant's aesthetic judgments.3

l1vid., p. lik.
°Ibid., op. 146-47.

31n The Philosophy of Religion Otto characterizes aes-
thetic judgments in the following manner: "In the aesthetic
sentiment we have the faculty of referring and subordinating
the manifold that appears to us, to the highest forms of unity."
(Otto, The Philosophy of Religion, p. 92.) The subordination
comes about in a f%&ing whicn cannot be regarded as a con-
ception. The aesthetic judgment is based on ahnen, i.e., a
perception developed in feeling and inexpressible in concept.
In such a 'perception', in relating the manifold to unity,

We clearly see the Eternal,

There are some emotions the cause of which we are
aware, While others reveal themselves only after long seirch.
There a2re still others, however, "where the feeling is utterly
incapable of being analyzed and is absolutely proof against
presentation in conceptual form. These emotions have their
origin in the profoundest depths of human nature." (Otto,
The Philosophy of Religion, p. 133.) In a logical judgment,
d definite conception is predicated under which the subject
is subsumed. The feelings which we are now considering lead
to aesthetic judgments. But these are not logical. Here we
have to do with things which "are in general able to create
impressions on our mind in which the content of the intuitive
perception far transcends the content of their 'concept'.”
(Otto, The Philosophy of Religion, p. 134.) Ve see, then,
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These are not simply judgments of taste--they are
objective, universal and necessary but they are based on

feeling and not on discursive thought., "It is not worked

4

that the feeling in question is more properly an intuition
or perception of some sort. "Through some resemblance or
analogous relation...the Idea is 'brought to remembrance'...
and with it at the same time, the corresponding emotion of
the mind." (Otto, The Philosophy of Religion, p. 135.) We
must understand by TTeeling', then, primarily an intuition.
Bnotion either accompanies it or is a consequence of it.

Let us hope these points will be made clearer by an
examination of the three sorts of feeling and the corres-
ponding aesthetic judgment.

(1) We may judge x to be beautiful. Though 'beauty' is
incapable of definition, the judgment is objectively and
universally valid, i.e., X really has the property and every
rational being must recognize that it does so. The feeling
of beauty is then an intuition of this unanalyzable property.
(We have noticed that Ctto maintains that aesthetic feelings
are unanalyzable. The case We are now considering suggests
that he means two things by this: (i) That the property
which feeling intuits is unanalyzable and (ii) that the
causes of the feeling are undiscoverable. It is simply

part of the equipment of the rational man and cannot be fur-
ther explained.) We can, however, suggest a feature which
is involved in the predication of 'beauty'. "Beauty only
exists when a perceived rmultiplicity is felt by us in some
particular manner as a unity." (Otto, The Philosophy of Re-
ligion, p. 139.) By 'unity' Otto apparently means Seality!
in some sense, since he says that "the multiplex comes in

an undefined way under the power of the concepts of Kature
and of the Ideas™. (Otto, The Philosophy of Religion, p. 141)
In the aesthetic judgment "I recognize...ideal existence

in the world of phenomena...Cand it is this world} which is
the spiritual world in reality...” (Otto, The Philosophy of
Religion, p. 14l.) The feeling is related T6 Reality in this
[to me) confused way, It is apparently an intuition of the
property 'beauty'. An element of this is the apprehension
of the one in the many, the infinite in the finite. Appar-
ently, then, in intuiting beauty we intuit the infinite in
the finite, and thus intuit the infinite itself.

(<) We also have feelings of sublimity and corresponding
judgments. These feelings seem to intuit a property of sub-
limity in a way analogous to that in which the feelings dis-
cussed above intuit beauty. They are, howWwever, related to
Reality in an (apparently) different way. The sublime may
be distinguished as the mathematically sublime, as the dynam-
jcally sublime (2 la Kant) and as the spiritually sublime.
Now the mithematically sublime is an image (Otto's term) of
the Completed Great, while the dynamically sublime is an
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out in accordance with a clear intellectual scheme but in
conformity to...principles which must be felt and cannot be

stated explicitly as premisses."l They are unausgewickelte

Begriffe.

Now since these judgments to the effect that someane
or something'ﬂis numinous are based on feeling, I presume
that the feelings in cuestion are numinous feelings. If so,
these numinous feelings can function in at least two ways.
(i) They can disclose the numinous cuality of an object or
person presented to the senses and (11) when excited by ana-
logous feelings, e.g., sublimity and when no (natural) object
i s present which is numinous, may result in an implieit or
explicit judgment to the effect that the numinous is present,
i.e., thé numen itself is apnrehended though not as cuali-
fying any natural object. This must be the case since Otto
has elsewhere said that creaturely feeling (and presumably
all the components of numinous feeling) is "a first sub-
jective concomnitant and effect of another feeling element

which casts it like a shadow, ‘mut which in iﬁself indubitably

image of omnipotence and the spiritually sublime (heroic
moral actions, etc.) is presumably an image of the holy. I
am not clear what Otto means by saying that x is an image of
y. I suggest, hoWever, that he means 'x is like or analogous
to y'. If so, the attributes which we apprehend through feel -
ings of sublimity are analogues of certain attributes of Re-
ality (and apparently also serve to remind us of these at-
tributes of Reality, call them to mind in some way). As such
we have the analogy problem again., The respects in which, e.g.,
the dynamically sublime is different from and resembles the
property of omnipotence is not specified.

1Otto, The Idea of the Holy, p. 148.
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has immediate and primary reference to an object outside

the self"l (my italics) and in the context in Which this
passage occurs there is no suggestion that the object is
a person or natural object perceived as holy. ‘'Faculty of
divination', then, is simply a name for numinous feeling
which functions in the first way.

Yet there is the suggestion of a third sort of cog-
nition performed by numinous feeling and this presents us
with a new difficulty. Let us provisionally grant that we
understand the concept of the holy, that we have such a con-
cept and that if we encountered & person like Christ, or if
we know that the records about Him were true, we could con-
clude that Christ was holy--that the numinous is present in
Christ. But what are we to say if no such direct encounter
is possible due to distance in time, and if the records which
purport to record the career of Christ are not sufficiently
authenticicated., Otto claims that:

There is no harm even in the fact that the records of
Christ's life are fragmentary, that they contain mani-
fold uncertainties, that they are intermingled with
legendary and overlaid with Hellenistic elements. For
the Spirit knows and recognizes what is of the spirit.
Two things might be meant. (a) That much in the documents
is sufficiently attested by recognized historical criteria
and that this is sufficient to arouse the numinous feeling,

and judgment that the man was holy. Otto must mean this.

(b) There is the suggestion, however, that numinous feelings

l1bid., p. 10.
2Tbid., p. 162.
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can pronounce on the truth of the document s--that 'the
spirit recognizes its own'. Thus "and so only on the basis
of a first hand religious experience of and from the Spirit

i s there any possibility of a real and genuine historical

knowl edze of these things"l, i.e., of the Resurrection. (my
jtalics) This suggests that the spirit can sel ect veridical
passages from those which are mistaken., But this means that
numinous feelings are the judge of historical truth in cer=-
tain instances. This seems quite unacceptable. FHowever,

we might cualify the claim. Ye shall therefore read Ctto as
claiming that 'numinous feeling may decide on cuestions for
which the historical evidence is lacking or is evenly bal-
anced pro and con', This would not conflict with our ordin-
ary standards of historical evidence, though it would seem
to put quite a burden on numinous feelings.

A. The feeling element itself "indubitably hes immediate
and primary reference to an object out side the self"z, i.e.,
the numen. If this is the case, We must ask hov a feeling
can be said to refer. (a) A feeling is aroused by a certain
situation or beliefs about a situation which may be said to
justify it. That is, if the situation ig asg it is believed
to be the feeling in cuestion is appropriate. The feelings
might then be said to refer to the situation. But notice
that the situation is not apprehended by the feeling itself.

Jones sees certain things, makes inferences on the basis of

l1bid., p. 22k
21bid., p. 10.



137

past experience perhaps, remembers certain things which ap-
ply to the present situation, etc. As & result of this over-
all view of the situation, he feels a certain way. There is
no sense in which the situation is apnrehended by the feel-
ing per se. (b) There is a sense in which some feelings
might be said to tzke an object. Thus I may love Iary, hate
John, feel dependent on my great aunt, be disgusted at the
world situation. These are to be contrasted with feelings
like sadness. I feel sad, but not at or towards anything,
though T may feel sad because of some situation, I feel
happy because of such and such, but not towards it. The
foruer class of feelings might then be distinguished from
the latter on the grounds that the former refers to an ob-
ject, or is directed towards it, But is there any sense in
which the feeling may be.said to aprrehend or grasp its ob-
ject? Love may blind me to certain defects of the beloved
object, while hate may direct my attention towards them, but
love or hate themselves are not doing the looking or noticing.
Love and hate are rather emotions which are directed towards
objects which are avprehended or presented by other means--
by my senses or (possibly) by a proffered description. (c¢)
Whét Otto in fact seems to suggest is that the feeling in
question apprehends its object in the way in which sight or
hearing apprehends its objects, that it is some sort of in-
tuitive faculty by means of which a special object is given
to us. This would presumably be something like the putative

intuition of ethical properties. Let us then consider the
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latter for a noment., Imagine a situation in which rival
ethical claims are being made. Tf the intuitionist view

is correct then 4 is claiming to intuit p and B claims not
to intuit p. Unless we show that one of them must be lying
(and it is not clear how this would be made out) then only
one intuition can be veridical., Now if intuitionism is to
be a method of deciding disputes, then we should be able to
see which intuition is correct and which is incorrect 2s Wwe
distinguish the blind man from the man wno is not blind,

Sut how do we do this? +hat are the tests for intuition
blindness? That a person acts in such and such a way? But
what ways? Ways which I happen to disapprove? But why do 1
disavprove? Do I intuit that the action is wrong? But he
does not. why am I in a better position than he to make a
decision? Again, the blind man is unable to do certain
things which normal persons can do--he cannot make certain
discriminations, and thus is unable to perform certain actions
(like picking out red objects from a heap), But the ethic-
ally blind person can act just as I do--it is simply that

he does not think that he should. Jhat about the religiously
blind man--the one who either has no intuitions or has in-
correct ones?_ The analogy at first seems close. ~s there
are certain sensations which the blind man does not have, soO
there are certain feelings which the religiously blind man
does not have. As the blind man fails to make certain dis-
criminations, so does the religiously blind man {eege, dis-

tinguishing holy from non-holy objects). But are the tests
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parallel? In the case of blindness the blind person may
admit that he fails the tests and is therefore blind. Do
we get an analogous situation in religion? If not, why
does the analogy fail? Why are there not certain standard
tests which have been commonly agreed upon? Is this simply
a practical failure--it remaining logically possible that
such tests might be devised? If so, We must know what we
are testing, i.e., We must know what a numinous feeling-per-
ception is.- But do we? Our examination of such feelings
has so far been inconclusive. The suggested (Part I) verbal
and behavioral criteria seem inadecuate yet surely these are
necessary unless the discussion of these feelings is to be
restricted to believers.l Otto maintains that the numen is
felt as 'objective'! and 'outside the self'.? Perhaps the
tobjective! is being used metaphorically, i.e., 'it is more
like seeing than dreaming'. This, of course, possible, but
we must ask in what respects it differs from seeing and in
what respectis it resembles seeing., Obvious differences are
the absence of a special sense organ, the fact that numen-
blindness is a great deal more comnon than blindness, that
the object which is visually apprehended has a spatial loca-

tion while the numen does not. «#hat do they have in common?

11t might be suggested that numinous feelings can be
jdentified by their causes. But a person with, and a person
without, the feeling in cuestion are likely to disagree as
to the nature of the cause. (One says God or the numen and
the other mentions certain physical antecedents.)

20tto, The Idea of tke Holy, p. 10,
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Presumably Otto would say that an object is given to us,

that the feeling is a warrant for the claim 'numen is pre~
sent! in thé-;éme way that visual sensations warrant the
claim 'a tree is present', But this is the difficulty--

how can a feeling serve as a warrant for an existence claim
(unless of course the claim is that the feeling in question
exists)?

B. One of the crucial difficulties which stands in the
way of an acceptance of the cognitive claim of numinous feel-
infs (and one to which we have been leading up) is the ab-
sence of nublic agreenent On.the presence of the numen. The
following situation could occur: Several people seem to Dbe
in precisely the same circumstaiices. One of them says, 'The
numen is present' while others fail to notice anything
special., Now imagine an analogous case with respect to see-
jng. Suppose I claim to see an elephant three feet in front
of me, while my four companions fail to do so. It seems
likely that I will withdraw ny claim and conclude that my
senses are deceiving me. The absence of publié corroboration
is then normally accepted &s a reason for withdrawing a claim
to the effect that a certain x is present. Tet the ébsence
of corroboration by others in the case in which the numern is
claimed to be present is not acceoted as counting against
the existence claim (or it is at least not accepted as suf-

ficient).l But that such corroboration is necessary to the

lthis is pointed ocut by C. B. lartin in "A Religious
Way of Knowing", New Essays in Philosophical Theology.
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claim that there is such and such an entity is shown by
the following.case. Suppose 3000 people are present and
1500 claim to see an elephant while 1500 claim not to see
it., 411 are trutnful and in equally advantageous positions
to see an elephant if one Were there. Is an elephant ob-
jectively there or not? I doubt if we would know what to
say. If only one or two people claimed to see it while the
rest did not, we would undoubtedly conclude that it was an
illusion. But what if twenty per cent of the people present
claimed to see en elephant? lould we be so sure that it was
an illusion or would we be hesitant about coming to any con-
clusion whatsoever? hkow I suggeét that what JOtto might.claim
is the following, A large percentage of veorle (though by
no means fifty per cent) have had the numinous exverience
and claim on the basis of that experience that 'the numen was
there!', It is therefore by no means clear that there has been
an i1illusion, There is in fact a certain amount of publiec
corroboration and as such there is no reason to conclude that
jt mist be an illusion., But if it is not illusory it is ob-
jective.

Several objections can be made to this argument, (a) _
Though it is not clear that we can say that the judgment is
the result of a delusion, neither is it clear that we can éay
that it is objective or veridical. The situation seems.
rather that we do not know guite what to say. (b) The man
who has é numinous experience does not seem to think that pub-

lic corroboration is necessary, The experience is supposed
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to be self-certifying. It would seem that & man who has

had such an experience claims that it is objective on the
face of it, He does not in fact look to sée if {fifteen or
twenty or sixty per cent of persons who have been in roughly
the same circumstances have had a similar experience. It

js not clear thzt he would recudiate the claim even if every-
one disputed it. He could in fact claim they were intuition
blind, lacked grace or something of the sort, i.e,, Would
advance somne reason to show that the circumstances Were not
jn fact the same. +e must then examine the reasons which he
advances for this new claim, But these are presumably re-
ligious beliefs wnich are themselves suoposed to be founded
on numinous experiences. e @re in a circle.

Let us return to the elephant situation where fifty
per cent see the elephant and the rest do not., Ctto is one
of those who do. He has all the sensations which we would"
-e#pect if an elephant were in fact there. Nothing surprising
happens beyond the fact that half the people present do not
see it. .The case'we are considering is not one éf simple
illusion for none of my other expectations are disappointed.
"he elephant does not vanish, is tangible, etc. Now Otto
might maintain that this is the sort of situation which ob-
tains with respect to numinous feelings. He woﬁld then ad-
r1it that whether we say that numinous feelings or our elephant
sensations are subjective or objective is purely verbal. He
is simply deciding that 'objective'! is to be used in this

situation since it sufficiently resembles those which are
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normally called objective. Can we object to this? We may
simply deny that the situation is sufficiently like the nor-
mal one--and if we are one of the unfortunate fifty rer cent
we may refuse to give credence to the existence claim. For
(a) it is improbable that fifty per cent of the population
have had numinous feelings and (b) we have suggestea that
the elephant situation is @ new one which has been »nreceded
by many other situations in which this sort of thing did not
occur, i.e., We have previously had workable and commonly
accented criteria for the presence of elephants which are
now suspended by the new situation. But in the religious
case there has nevef been a cowionly accepted set of stane
dards for the presence of the nunmen. |

It would seem, then; that when Otto nakes the claim
that we have a2ccess to a numinous entity through numinous
feelings we ought to ask for the criteria in virtue of which
we can move from ﬁhe feeling to the claim that the numen ex-
ists, i.e., We want to ask whether delusion is-possible or
not, under what circumécances the feeling is veridical., If
delusion is not nossible, we want to know why, If it is noOs-
sible, we must ask for the criteria which distinguish veri-
dical judgments from non-veridical ones. Ctto may reoly,
however, that my cuestion is improper since we make no in-
ference, no leap from the feeling to the numen, but rather
the numen is directly given in feeling. However, I may say
'"There's an oak tree' without reflection, without applying

any criteria and without being aware of any elusive inference
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from visual sensations to the existence of the oak tree.

But though no criteria are employed, there are criteria
which distinguish veridical sensations from those which are
not, though they only come into play when I suspect that 1
have been deceived by my senses. If this is the case, then-
it would seem that if T can mistakenly say 'There is a numen
present! (and I do not see why I cannot) there must be such
criteria though they afe not employed when T make the judg-
ment, ‘

c. Mystics claim to have a direct encounter with deivty.
Perhaps, then, numinous experience is simply mystic exper-
jence. The term is vague, but if tmystical experience' means
some sort of union with the deity, then though all mystical
experiences may be numinous, the converse will not be true.
is Otto uses the term, it would seem that in fact numinous
experience is a presupposition of mystical experience. In
a numinous feeling I grasp the quality of holiness, find the
holy object. This generates the desire to get some of the
quality by a participation in that holiness, Only this par-
ticination can properly be called mystical. The participa-
tion is built upon an encounter, however. Since there seem
to be recognizable cases of mystical experiences and since
these involve an encounter with the numen, We perhaps ought
to ask if these experiences are & valid foundation for the
clain—{ that there is an unseen presence or something of the
sort. If cases of mystical experience are readily identi-

fiable in a way in which numinoi.s experiences are not { mu-
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minous' being a broader term since mystical experiences are
numinous though the converse is not true) we ought to be aole
to specify the characteristics in terms of which we identify
them. What are they? The first is simply the report of the
mystic himself, the second is that there is perhaps & trance
state, or near-trance state, neurasthenia, hyperesthesia,
etc., @ conviction that one is having an important revela-
tion though one is unable to verbalize it., Fernaps there
are various hysterical symptoms, verhaps paotism, etc. Do
such feelings and experiences justify the claim that there
is a deity who is apprehended in the mystical state? It
would seem that the proper answer is that if there were a
deity who communicated with man, such experiences night ac-
company & revelation, i.e., if there Were such & being we
might expect some such untoward effects on the nervous sys-
tem. However, though such effects may be compatible with
the existence of such @ being and the fact that he comuuni-
cates with man, they do not tend to establish their truth.
“hst is, the feeling components We can identify in the mys-
tical experience do not seem to be a warrant for the claim,
'There is numen here'.

I believe, then, that our conclusion must, in view of
the above difficulties, be that the cognitive claims of the
‘numinous experience or religious feelings in general, are un-
tenable. Let us briefly review these difficulties. (a) We
might construe feeling as an intuitive faculty of some sort,

is such, in the case of the atheist, we have & man who is in-
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tuition blind. Since an analogy is made between numinous
feeling and perception, intuition blindness must be some-
thing like blindness, deafness, etc. ~ut if so, then there
ought to be tests for such intuition blindness just as tnere
are generally accepted tests for ordinary blindness., ‘There
are no such tests other than that the intuition blind mén
fails to perceive the numen. But it is precisely the pos-
sibility of this which is at issue.

Secondly, I have argued thét one of the criteria for
the objectivity of & perceptual claim is public agreement,
i.e., that anyone in the same ciréumstances will in fact
have the same feelings or sensations. That is, if this con-
dition is not met, I will withdraw the objectivity claim,
ow in the case where someone claims to aporehend the numen,
people who seem to be in precisely the same circumstances
fail to verceive anything. /e could meet this objection if
we could snow that there were certain factors present sxéh
that these others could not be expected to see‘the nuren,

(I am not worried if a blind man fails to see a tree When I
claim that one is present.) But this supposes that we can
fom a clear conception of numen-blindness, the conditions
under- which oneFWill fail to perceive the numen. <e have
(I hope) already shown that we have no such tests.

?inally, we have investigated the possibility that
the numinous experience is a mystic experience. But if we
examine the feeling components of such an experience, we seem

to find no element which would warrant the conc.usion that a
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numen is present.,

It would seem to me, thefefore, that numen-apprehen-
sion is not sufficiently like ordinary perception to make
the claim that numen-apprehension is some form of perception

or like ordinary perception, an intelligible one.



CHAPTER X
THOLY' AS A VALUE PREDICATE

According to Ctto numinous feelings do more than
simply give us an object not presented to the other senses.
They evaluate an object which is given to the senses, e.g.,
Christ, and the (non-sensuously presented) numinous object
itself.

#e may thus speak of 'holiness' as a value term or
category. The category is composed of two elements--'the
numinous' which itself functions as a value category, and
'moral goodness and Jjustice'. The 'numinous' as a predicate
attached to feelings, as the name of the numinous object, as
the quality of a natural object or as a value temm, compfises
what is peculiar to the religious situation. 4s such, I
shall not speak of holiness (which includes moral worth) but
of numinous value--that neculiar value which is to be found
in the religious situation.
| The numinous is a value category. #hat othér value
categories are there? ‘lell, there is moral goodness, beauty,
the delicious, etc. These are distinguished from one another
in that they apply to different sorts of objects and use dif-
ferent criteria. Thus 'morally good' may be applied to men
and actions on the grounds of criteria like 'produces the
greatest happiness of society'. ‘'Delicious' may be avplied
to foods on the grounds of criteria like 'has a sweet taste',

'Beautiful' applies to no special set of objects but employs

148



149

certain unique criteria such as those involved in the fol-
lowing passage. "The daring originality which Giotto shows
in placing the predominant figure at the extreme edge of the
composition...are proofs of Giotto's rare power of invéﬁtion."l‘
It would seem proper to ask for the.;fiteria for the appli-
cation of 'numinous value'.

But let us first ask how we make the evaluation 'x is
holy'!'. Do we make our evaluation on the basis 6f these numi-
nous feelings or 2re the numinous feelings themselves an eval-
uation? That is, do we have a certain value predicate, 'the
numinous', which we apply when we possess a certain complex
of numinous feelings? Are the feelings simply the ratio
cognbsendi, i.e., is thé statement 'When we have numinous
feelings, the object towards which these feelings are directed
possésses‘numinous value' synthetic? If so, we must ask how
we arrive at the predicate. Is it given to us a priori? Pre-
sumably. Or rather thanlthe value judgment being based on
numinous feelings is it that the judgment, i.e., 'x is holy'
is simply an expression of numinous féelings? If we do this
we get around the difficulties over intuited or a priori con-
cepts, but must ask for the special criteria which justify
the judgment,

1. "hen we evaluate an object as better or worse, We do
so within a given class of comparison or from a special point

of view. I'Moral' applies to certain actions within the class

lRroger Fry, Vision and Design (New York: Meridian
Books, 1956), p. 158,
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of actions. The pair 'beautiful-ugly'! applies to all ob-
jécts when regarded from a special point of view. There ap-
pear to be no criteria for a good object per se (unless of
course We can show that, e.g., pleasure is always present
when we commend an object) but only criteria for good uen,
good strawberries, beautiful objects, étc. ~e are Jjudging
some members of a class of phenomena to be better than others,
or are judging objects from a special point of view. Now
when We speak of numinous value, is there a special class of
comparison? Not numinous objects, since all numinous objects
p>ssess numinous value by definition. +¥e cannot say that
there is a nuﬁinous value Whose range of possible a»plica-
tion is numinous objects, for if so, we could speak of nu-
minous-numinous objects or of non-numinous, numinous objects.
The former is apparently a tautology, the latter a contra-
diection, since 'numinous' as designating an entity, also con-
tains value meaning, is a category of value. This aspect of
its meaning is inseparéable from its other aspects. The pro--
per answWwer seems to be--'numinous' means better than any
other object; i.e., our class is the class of all objects.
If so, then the criteria which mark off the valued objects
from others are simply those by which we identify the presence
of the numen apart from any evaluation of it, i.e. the test
of value is the presence of numinous feelings.

/e have the curious consecuence, then, that the cri-
terion for the application of 'numinous value'! is the same as

the criterion for the identification of the numinous object.
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Are we then justified in concluding that the value is the
object (or cuality)? -~-That to apprehend the value is to
apprehend an object or quality? If this is the case, and if
the value situation here is to parallel the value situation
el sewhere, then we must generally establish that 'good! and
other value terms denote a property or object. 3But any such
account will have to meet the difficulties which beset the
naturalistic and intuitionist positions. Unless these dif-
ficulties can be met, then Otto's suzgestion that to appre-
hend the numen and to apprehend its value are one and the

sanie thing, seems unacceptable.

Otto maintains that 'numinous value' behaves some=-
thing like 'beautiful'.l This would suggest that when we
are judging numinous values, we are taking up a special
point of view. When we classify all objects as beautiful or
the reverse, We are considering them from a special point of
view, i.e., We are not considering their use value, or their
moral cuality, etc. Now if 'numinous value' functions in an

analogous way, it would seem that there night be & corres-

l7o say an object is beautiful may be simply to com-
mend it, But it would seem (unless we want to posit.a natural
or non-natural quality of beauty) that we must still specify
in detail criteria in virtue of which we call an object 'beau-
tiful'., Now here Otto does seem to posit a non-natural pro-
perty or object the presence of which permits the application
of 'beauty'. But if we follow Otto here we must face the dif-
ficulties involved in positing the intuition of non-natural
properties or objects. Let us then simply suppose that 'beau-
tiful' has an expressive or commendatory function, its ap-
plication being govermned by criteria which specify the fea-
tures an object must have to be called ‘beautiful?,
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ponding point of view from which I consider all objects

and classify them as holy or the reverse. 35ut what is this
point of view--what aspect of objects do I consider? FPre-
sumably their possession of numinous cuality (or its absence
--the profane or secular). Now whiie this may not be a
tautology, (if we separate the value and non-value sense of
fmuminous!) it certainly does not help us much, It would

be like saying that the standpoint ffom which I make judg-
ments of beauty is the point'of view in which I can see
whether an object does, or does not, possess a oroperty

named 'beauty'. .

2. There is a2 more general difficulty. ¥We are not eval-
uating an object or situation which is given to us naturally, ~
but are evaluating the numen itself, i.e., the evaluation is
not directed towards natural objects themselves but the numen
which they suggest or which permeates them. The feeling, then,
both gives us the numen and evaluates it. MNormally it would
seem that we evaluate what is given to us in some other way,
j.e., the examination of & situation by means of my senses,
jnferences, etc., precedes the evaluation proper. Ctto's con-
ception of the way in which the numinous evaluation is made
seems to be like the intuitionist view which claims that we
intuit non-natural quality of goodness»upon inspecting a cer-
tain situation and that thus a non-natural pfoperty and value
are apprehended at one and the same time since the non-natural
property is the value. But there is a marked difference since

Wwe are not evaluating the non-natural property but the object
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which possesses it. UWhile for Otto we are evaluating the
non-naturel property or object which we intuit.

iAgain, if the numen is value, it is unclear in what
sense its apprenension is an evaluation. Since it would
seem that we are simply saying that the valuable is valuable.
Tt would seem that if the numen is value then there must be
other things which have this value, and that it would be
this latter which we are evaluating; But suppose the numen
is not value but what is evaluated. If so, then there is
both a numen which is apporehended and a numinous value, MNu=
minous value is then presumably that value which things like
numens possess., Two cognitive functions are then performéd
by the numinous feeling--the apprehension of the numen per
se and its evaluation.

Again, if I evaluate the numen, it would seem that its
presence in feeling is not the source of my evaluation except
in the sense in which the presence of an act of promise Keep-
ing to my senses is the source of the judgment that it is
right. But the action of promise keeping is not the source
of the concept of right., By analogy the encounter with the
numen is not the source of the concept of numinous value, but
nerely the occasion for its application. If not, where do
I get the concept? Presumably Otto must posit another & pri-
ori notion. . -

Let us consider the analogy with the apprehension of

beauty in the light of this new difficulty.
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T ascribe to the object an attribute that professes to
interpret it which I do not and cannot get from sense
gxperience, but which I rather ascribe by a spontaneous
judgment of my own., Intuitively I apprehend in the ob-
ject only its sensuous gualities and its spatial fom
«s osthat the meaning I call tbeautiful! fits the object,
i.e., that these sense data mean '‘beautiful'...--these
are facts which sensory elements can in no wWise supply.l
How can sense data 'mean' or be interpreted as beautiful?
There are two altematives. (a) I may emoloy certain stan-
dards which being satisfied are the occasions for the appli-
cation of the concept, or (b) I may 'intuit' a connection
between a property called 'beauty' which is not given by my
senses and certain properties of the object under contempla-
tion. I suzgest that it is the latter wnich Otto intends.
How does the religious situation parallel this? e must
first ask what is being interpreted. (i) Is it the numi-
nous feelings themselves? Presumably not if the feelings
themselves involve (implicitly) an interpretation or '"con-
tain the meaning".?2 These feelings are then the source of
meaning and not that to which meaning is attached. (ii) Is
it some natural object or situation? Presumably it is in
certain cases, e.f., We 'divine' the numinous cuality of
Christ. But we may experience the numen on certain occa-
sions Where natural objects, and the emotions they arouse,
suggest or excite numinous feeling but are not themselves

numinous. What is interpreted here? It would seem that the

only possible ansWer is the numen. 3But the numen would cor-

1otto, The Idea of the Holy, p. 134.
2ibid., pp. 126-27.
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respond to beauty iﬁ our analogy. And the object is inter-
preted as beautiful. Beauty is not itself interpreted.
Again, how could we interpret the numen? Presumably we in-
terpret it when we schematize it and feeling is the source
of the conjunction of the schemata with the numen. But is
this what isvintended here? If the analogy is to hold it
would seem that the avprehension of the numen must itself
be considered as an interpretation, though I am at a loss
as to what it is an interpretation of.

I think ;',he general source of difficulty in this sec-
tion has been the identification of value with the thing
valued, A distinction seems demanded here, ahd it is the
failure to observe this distinction which has generated our

perplexities. -



CHAPTER XI
CCNCLUSICNS

What have we di scovered in our discussion of Otto?
I suggest that we have discovered the following: (a) That
there is no reason to think that religious feelings are rad-
ically different in nature from other feelings, i.e., numi-
nous feelings differ from sadness no more and no less than
sadness differs from anger., Of course they may be radically
different, but in the absence of positive reasons to this ef-
fect, I believe We are justified in treating them as on a par
with other feelings (since the initial presumption would seem
to be that they do not so differ). (b) We have found that
Ctto's construction of religious predicates is inadecuate.
I would here like to suggest that this is due to ﬁhe fact
that he is working with an analogy theory of religious predi-
cates, and that the objections which we have raised at this

point in our discussion can be applied to any analogy theory.l

lrhe difficulty is essentially this (though to argue it
at length would take me beyond the scope of this thesis): We
are either able to specify the points in which God and natural
Objects are analogous or not, If wWe are not able to specify
the point of analogy, then it would seem that what we are
‘saying is hopelessly vague--'God's love is like human love,
though T do not know in what respects it resembles it or dif-
fers from it.!' On the other hand, if we can specify the points
Where, e.g., God's love resembles human love, then we have
no need of an analogy theory, i,e,, if we can say that God's
love resembles human love in respects a, b and ¢ and differs
in respect q, then We can simply say 'God is (does) a, b, c!
which is not construed analogously but literally. If so, We
no longer need an analogy. (I believe this is essentially
the objection Scotus raises to Aquinas.)
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(c) We have found that many difficulties stand in the way
of construing numinous feelings s cognit.ive; The diffi-
culty is part of a iore general difficulty which is found
when we attempt to construe any feeling as cognitive.

what might we be able to retain? I sugg_est that we
may profitably use two features of Otto's account. F[irst,
the central role which he allows these feelings in the re-
ligious situation and secondly the interpretation of these
feelings as evaluatiire, as the source of the judgment 'x is

holy'. This will be taken up in Part III.
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SECOF STRUGTTON CF THE RELTGICUS LANGUAGE
AND VERIFICATION SITUATION .



CRAPTER X1X

THE CBJECTIVES CF THE

RECON ST CTIOK

We will now attempt to present a reconstruction of

religious language including the verification procedures
appropridte to sentences constfucted in that language.
gince I am presenting a reconstruction, some of the subtle-
ties of religious language as actually employed will be
glossed over. I hope, however, that my reconstruction or
model will be sufficiently close to the actual use of re-
ligious language to be useful.

I will restrict myself to & reconstruction of the lan-
guage and verification situation of Christianity (primarily
in so far as this bears on propositions about God. I will
not discuss the logiec of Christology, Eschatology, etce., ex-
cept in so far as these topics bear upon this purpose.) Ny
reasons are twofold: (2) We are :more familiar with Christian
theology and practice and (b) I am inclined to think that the
verification situation in religions such as Jainism and
Buddhism in sonme of its forms may be radically different .
from the verification situation in Christianity. 1 cannot
support the claim here, but will mention one crucial differ-
ence, viz., the absence of an historical founder who bases
his claims on an alleged revelation from a personally con-
ceived deity.

I would like to supggest (though I shall not argue)
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that my model could be extended to cover Judaism and Islam.
T would like to conclude this introduction by making
explicit some of the considerations wiaich will guide me in
my attempt to construct a model of £he Christian language-
verification situation. (1) (a) I will try to avoid an ana-
logical theory of meaning., Ny reason for doing this is
that it seems to me that so to construe religious predicates
is to make them uitimately unintelligible (this has been ar-
gued briefly in connection with our discussion of Otto and
gehleiermacher). (b) I will try to reconstruct the situa-
tion in such a way as to avoid contradictions and obvious
paradoxes, It seems to me the Christian language is intel-
ligible only if these two conditions are met. (2} #4ith
these reservations, I will try to stay close to what I con-
sider the actual situation to be in its main outline. That
is, except where T reconstruct to preserve intelligibility,
T will attempt to keep as close to the'actual situation as
is compatible with simplicity of presentation. The model
may not fit the actual situation in all cases, but I hope
(and believe) that it will fit most, or a large number, of

such cases.



CHAPTER XIII
THE KEANING OF RELIGICUS PREDICATES

I first want to dréw & distinction between five sorts
of religious predicates. There 2re (a) those like 'omi-
scient'!, 'omnipotent', t'infinite', 'triune', 'invisible',

(b) those like 'creator', tjust'!, 'loving!, 'judge', ?'pow-
erful!, 'wise', (c) those like tholy' and 'good', (d) those
like 'father', and finally (e) those like 'rock of salvation',
'fortress', etc., I shall call these respectively (a) 'sec-
ond order predicates', (b) 'first order predicates', (c)
tvalue predicates', (d) 'qﬁasi-metaphorical predicates!',

and (e) 'metaphorical predicates?'.

Now I want to claim that the bed-rock predicates ére
those which I have called 'first order predicates! and 'value
predicates' and that the former are to be taken literally
or can be .given straightforward literal senses, Second or-
der predicates will be regarded as disguised rules directing
the use of first order predicates or as logical remarks about
first order predicates. Ilietaphorical predicates will be ex-
plained or given glosses by means of first order predicates.,
Let us discuss each of these categories. Note: I will pro-
visionally understand by 'God! a disembodied mind. This will
be discussed. | )

A. First Crder Predicates: I would like to select as my ex-

amples of first order predicates, 'loving', *judge', 'creator?,
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tpowerful', and 'wise'.l Now I wish to argue that these
are to be taken literally. That is, 'loves' in 'God loves
us'! is to mean the same thing as in 'John loves us'. what,
then, does 'John loves us' mean? It seems to mean two things.’
(a) It implies that John has a disposition to certain kinds
of behavior., He will look out for our safety, provide med-
jcal assistance, help us in time of need, etc., and (b) it
indicates a particular emotion on the part of John.- That

is, when John thinks of us he experiences certain feelings
—-feelinzs of affection, etc. low I am proposing that we
treat 'loves! in 'God loves us' in the same way. Thus, the
sentence implies (a) a disposition on the part of some X to
help us in times of need, to alleviate our suffering, etc.
and (b) that this x must also be capable of, and actually ex-
perience, the appropriate feelings.

Let us consider 'creator'. I will interpret 'God is
creator! as saying 'for any x, & necessary condition of x is
a decision on the part of God'. If wWwe can make sense of pro-
positions ascribing mental states quite 1iterélly to a disem-
bodied-mind--and T am arguing that we can--then it would seem
that we can make sense of the proposition, 'This disembodied
mind makes a decision, forms a resolution'. My proposition
does not claim that God creates the universe. (I am not

cuite sure what this woulcd mean, since as Kant argues, the

. . 1'Ju3p' falls in this class if it is regarded as in-
dicating a disposition rather than as making an appraisal.

ictually, of course, 'just' does both and therefore falls
both with the class of first order predicates and within the
class of value predicates.
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universe is a quite different thing from a member of the
universe, and it is not clear that 'cause'! or 'create' will
mean the same when applied to the universe as when applied
to a member of the universe.) What it does claim is that
God's decision is a necessary condition of this tree, this
person, this chair, etc., etc.

Let us next consider 'powerful!. John is considered
to be powerful if he can effectively realize all or most of
his decisions, It does not seem to be the case that the
meaning of 'John is powerful! involves any reference to the
nature of the means by which John effects his decisions, or
ever implies that there are any means. 'God is powerful'
is then to mean 'God can realize all or most of his de-
cisions’'.

"Wise' will be given the following literal sense-==
'knows what means are appropriate to his ends and knows our
moral dispositions!., It seems unnecessary to include more
than this in the meaning of the temm,

Finally, let us take 'judge'. & Judge is someone Who
apportions rewards or punishments according to the legal cual-
ities of ones actions. 'God is our judge' means then that
‘the disembodied mind under discussion rewards and punishes
accordinglﬁo whether or not ones actions meet certain stén-
dards.

Comment: (1) It might be argued that it is imvrossible to
take concepts like 'loves us! literally, since the entity to

which we intend to attribute the predicate is too dissimilar
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to an ordinary object like John to allow such an applica-
tion. ALfter all, John possesses & body, operates in the
world, etc. while We are eventually going to maintain that
the entity called 'God' is infinite, invisible, etc. 3ure-
ly, then, the predicates cannot mean the same thing in the
two cases.

Several remarks are in order. (a) 4 common argument
is that since God is infinite we cannot treat 'love' as con-
veying the same sense when applied to God as when applied to
a finite object, But (i) I am treating first order predi-
cates as vrimary and am not interpreting second order 'pred-
icates' as predicates at all but as disguised rules or logi=-
cal remarks. Tt will become clear, I hope, that I will not
interpret 'infinite' in such a way as to interfere with a
literal avoplication of 'loves us' to God. »(ii) I will at-
tempt to define 'God!' primarily in terms of first order pred-
icates. Now these predicates are to be taken iiterally.
Cconsecuently it will not be the case that God is 'wholly
other' and therefore the objection that since God is wholly
other the predicates must have different meanings when applied
to God and to human beings, will not in fact be to the point.
(b) It must be admitted that the subject of the predicates
in ouestion is being treated as inaccessible in principle to
our senses, i.e., We can never see, feel, hear or taste God.
And this brings us to an exzmination of our provisional in-
t erpretation of God as a disembodied mind. .oes this imply

that we cannot understand 'God loves us' or that at least we



165

must be using 'loves us' in a stretched or analogous sense?
I do not see why this must be the case unless We presuppose

that it is logically impossible (i) for anything to exper-

jence the feeling of love unless it is embodied and (ii1) for
a_nything but; an embodied being to exert real effects in the
world. It is not obvious to me that this is the case.

Is a disembodied mind logically possible? The diffi-
culty seems to revolve around our inability to find a per-
fectly satisfactory criterion of identity for the supposed
di sembodied mind. Memory is proposed as a candidate but
may be considered inadequate on the gr_ounds that an exper=-
jence can then belong to the disembodied mind if and only if
the experience is a memory or is later remembered. (cf. Ayer,

The Problem of Knowledge) But though it is perhaps unlikely

that the latter condition is ever fulfilled, is it logically
impossible? It is not obvious to me that it is. I conclude,
then, that the notion of a di sembodied mind is--as Ayer puts
jt--not obviously meaningless. But if so, then we can under-
stand what it would be like for a disembodied mind to love us.
Tt has (a) certain feelings which we ourselves have exper-
jenced and (b) a disposition to act in certain ways towards
us. (It should be noted that the disposition need not result
in an action, It would be possible for a person to love us
--for the statement 'He loves us' to make perfect sense--and
yet for the conditions for the actualization of this disposi-
tion not to be realized.)

But how can a disembodied mind be said to act? Let
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us imagine the following case. Jones is bed-ridden and
paralyzed with one exception--he can talk. He tells us that
he is about to cause a chair to move--that he will will that
it move and that it will then move. Suppose it does. OSup-
pose further that after other such announcements, pages are
tumed, doors are slammed, cups are :moved, etc., Now suppose
we ask Jones how he does this. He replies, 'Well, I feel
tense, .concentrate on the cup for example. 3Sometimes I re-
hearse inner sentences like "lFove! Move!™ while thinking of
it. I feel relief when it does move. Perhaps I do not al-
ways feel so intense, oerhaps T do not always rehearse the
same inner sentences, out something of tiis general sort is
always going on when I move cups, etc.' ould We deny that
Jones is intentionally doing sdmething? I suggest that we
woulé not.

Tt is worth noting that (a) we can form a notion of
the inner events Jones is describing. Sudpose scmeone (a2 la
shine) orders me to try to make a die turn up ace without
coming in physical contact with it. It seems to me that we
can at least understand this order and that we do sometning
very like what Jones has described.

low though there may be no such cases as those whnich
T have described, they do seem to me to be logically possible.
what we have in effect is simply a constant conjunction of
mental events of & certain description and certain physical
events, and the conjunction I have described can (I believe)

be called 'intentionally moving an object'. (And presumably
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ta physical event is caused by a mental event' means no
more than that one generally follows another. There is a
problem here only if Wwe assume that more is involved in
'cause! than a reference to such a conjunction and the claim
that any particular instance of such a conjunction is an in-
stance of a law like statement.)

If Wwe can understand this case, and I have suggested
that we can, then there would seem to be no difficulty in
understanding, e.g., 'A disembodied mind moves a cup'. It
claims no more than that mental events like those above de-
scribed are usually followed by the movement of the cup and
that an instance of this is now occurring.

It may be objected, however, that the statement is un-
verifiable since we have no access to the mental states of a
disembodied mind. Two things may be said., (i) Though it is
tyue that we have no access to these mental states, it does
not seem obvious to me that we are unable to understand the
claim that there are such mental states, (ii) 'A mental act
precedes the movement of the cup and mental events of that
description are always or usually followed by the movement
of a cup! is the analysis of 'A disembodied mind moves the _.
cup'. Now the latter statement is partially verifiable, i.e.,
the cup will either move or will not move. &5 such (since
they are equivalent) it would seem that the analyzing state-

ment is partially verifiable.l

11t may be objected that all that has been verified is
ta cup moves in absence of an apparent cause'. It seems to
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(2) Another objection seems to arise from a considera-
tion of 'ecreator'. It may be objected that what is a neces-
sary condition of everything is in fact the cause of nothing.
That is, when we ask for a causal explanation of the pheno-
menon in cuestion, we are asking for the peculiar antecedent
conditions of the phenomenon in question, i.e., those special
conditions which cause one phenomenon to arise rather than
another. The point of the objection is this--that there is
no discemible difference in the empirical expectations of
one who maintains that everything is created by God and one
who denies the proposition in cuestion. ss such, the pro-
position is unverifiable. low it does seem to be true that
the provosition in question is, scientifically speaking, un-
verifiable. (We will examine the peculiar sort of verifi-
cation to which religious statements are subjected later.)
And thus, since 'John caused the light tec go on!' and 'Fichel-
angelo created the statue called "Moses'' can be scientifi-
cally verified, it would seem that 'creator! or 'caﬁse' can-
not mean the same when applied to God and when applied to
John,

If this simply means that the method of verification
js different, this must be admitted. (I shall argue that in

fact the modes of verification are radically different.) It

me, however, that this consideration only shows that the veri-
fication of 'a disembodied mind moves the cup'! is the same as
that of 'a cup moves, etc.'! This does not show that the mean-
ing is the same unless We assume the verification theory of
meaning., This will not be done. Though we will insist on

verification, we will refuse to identify it with the meaning,
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is not clear to me, however, that 'meaning' can be equated
with method of verification, that difference in mode of veri=-
fication implies a difference in méaning, If it is granted
that the meaning of & predicate involves uore than the veri-
fication procedures appropriate to a sentence employing that
predicate, then it is}this something more which I am claim-
ing is the same in 'God created x' and 'John created x'.

The something more consists in large part, T believe, in

the expectations to which the sentence in cuestion leads or
which it would be judged as warranting. When this has been
pointed out, then it would seem that the only way to settle
the question as to whether the difference in verification
procedures involves 2 difference in meaning, is by a verbal
decision.

(3) This leads us to another difficulty. T have argued
that these predicates can be taken literelly. It would seem,
however, that this is easier to do in the case of 'loves us'’
and 'judge' than in the case of 'creator' and 'powerful’ for
the following reason: When we hear 10od loves us' or 'God
is our judge', we form certain expectations, expectations of
the same order as those implied by 'John loves us' or 'John
is our judge'. Thus, in the way T am using the terums, 1God
loves us' does imply that He will not let children suffer,
let good men die of cancer, etc., etc. 1God is our Jjudge!
does igglx'that good men will be rewarded, etc., etc. 3ut
what expectations do we form if we accept 'God is creator!

or 'Cod is powerful'? The latter case is the easier one. By
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itself, 'God is powerful' would seem to lead to no parti-
cular expectation, But taken in conjunction with other

first order predicates we do form certain expectations.

Thus, 'God loves us and is powerful'! leads us to expect, e.g.,
cures in a large number of cases. 'God is cur judge and is
powerful' leads us to expect that in all or most cases re-
wards or punishments will be distributed according to deserts.

But what expectations are based on 'God is creator’',
i.e., what empirical difference does the proposition make?
How are the expectations of a theist different from those
of an atheist at this point? Again, I think that taking the
proposition in isolation, there is no significant difference.
There m2y be such a difference, however, when the proposition
in quéstion is taken in conjunction with other propositions.
Thus 'God created everything and God is loving' leads us to
expect that in fact things will be amenable to our purposes,
that 'The world will be a friendly place', etc.

In conclusion I want to say that my reason for de-
ciding to take first order predicates literally, or assigne
ing literel meanings to them, is that if we do not take them
in this way, I am unable to determine what sense these pred-
icates have, if any, (Furthennoré, I suspect, though I can-

not prove, that the ordinary religious believer takes these
predicates in much the way that I have suggested.) #hat we
do when these expectations are disappointed (as they usually

are) is another question (and one which I will discuss later).l

17 have said that certain religious predicates are to
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B. Value Predicates: I only want to discuss one predicate

here=='good', (I shall reserve a discussion of 'x is holy!
for a later place, agruing that it is a presupposition for
the whole religious enterprise.) Now I will take 'good' to

be (following Hare in The Language of Morals and the CED)

the nost general instrument of commendation in the Fnglish
language. I will not consider the various criteria which
are offered to back the judgment 'x is good' to be part of
the meaning of t'good!. 4is such there will be no difficulty
in understanding 'God is good'--we are simply commending
God, expressing our appfoval of Him, It may, of course, be

the case that we employ special criteria when we apply t'good!

be taken literally. This would seem to be impossible, for
if I want to say both that 'God loves us' and 'God is change-
less' am T not contradicting myself if I construe these sen-
tences literally? For if 'God loves us' is taken literally,
it would imply that God's mind is subject to passion and
hence change., Now this difficulty has been avoided in the
model, for 'changeless' has not been included as one of the
predicates of the wodel, I have omitted it on the (perhaps
mi staken) impression that it is not an essential vredicate

in Christian language. If 'changeless' had been included,

it would have been construed as a first order predicate, syn-
onymous wWith 'steadfast', TIf construed in this way it is
difficult to see how 'changeless' could conflict with 'loves
us'. The contradiction seems to arise only when 'changeless'
is interpreted as implying absolutely no change. I see no
reason to so interpret it, for it would seem that the point
of maintaining that God is 'without shadow of turning' is
that His love towards us is constant, that He will keep His
covenant, etc. It should be noted, however, that the view in
question by explicitly ruling out any analogical construction
of religious predicates places us in the following situation:
I7 we take 'changeless' in the rejected sense, We can accept
'God loves us' only at the expense of contradiction. e

can say 'God is changeless and loves us' only if changeless-
ness is interpreted as being steadfast,
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to God. This will present a difficulty, however, only if
the criteria employ words in stretched senses or in senses
which have not been explained. I suggest, however, that the
criteria offered will be like 'God loves us', 'God is our
judge', etc. It may of course be argued as to whether or
not we ought to employ 'good! on the basis of such criteria.
Tf, however, the meaning of 'loves us', 'judge', etc. have
been explained satisfactorily, there should be no logical
objection to the move.

1Perfect! is to be interpreted as 'better than any
other object'. To say that God is better than any other ob-
ject is to commend God more highly than any other object
with which we are acquainted.

C. Second Order'Predicates: 4s T have indicated, T will

not treat these as predicates at all, but as disguised rules,
higher order statements about first order statements, and

as logical remarks about the verification of first order
statements. Iy reason for classing together predicates with
these various functions is that they may all, I believe, be
profitably regarded as the result of reflection upon state-
ments using first order predicates.

(L) Second Order Predicates of Tyve I: These are higher
order statements aboﬁt first order statements., I will de-
fine 'God is omnipotent! as 'propositions p, g, r...are false'
where p, q, r take as values propositions proposed by certain
heretics which deny that God can do so and so. (e.g., 'God

cannot save men against their will', 'God cannot raise the
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body'.) I will define 'God is omniscient' as 'propositions
p, 4, r...are false' where p, g, r take as values proposi-
tions proposed byﬂcertain heretics which deny that God can
know so and so. (e.g., 'God cannot know what I will do
next'.) |

Consequently, 'God is omnipotent' does not mean (in
our model) 'for any x, where x is a possible action, God can
do x'. But it is rather the denial of a finite number of
propositions--the number depending upon those which have ac-
tually been proposed by heretics.

Now what is my reason for this proposal? Ny reason
is simply greater flexibility. It seems that the most im-
portant propositions for religious purposes are first order
provositions. (The bulk, if not all, of the lNew Testament
propositions about God are, I believe, first order proposi-
tions.) Furthemrmore, it seems to me that many of the most
jimportant difficulties in theology arise because predicates
1ike 'omipotent!, etc. are taken in the rejected sense.
(For example, the problem of evil arises only if tocwnipotent!
is taken in the rejected sense.) On the other hand, the 'cash
value! of these predicates seems to be the rejection of éer-
tain heretical opinions., This I wish to retain. It is to be
noted that the proposal I have suggested leaves as a logical
possibility the possibility that there ruight be some action

which God cannot perform, or something which God cannot inow.

T will define 'infinite! as a shorthand way for assert-. .

ing the following conjunction: 'God is ormipotent and God is
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omiscient and God is perfect!. The predicates involved in
the conjunction have already been explained.

(2) Second Order Predicates of Type II: These will be (dis-
guised) rules or will contain'disguised rules as part of
their meaning. Our example will be 'triune', T will define
'God is triune' as a conjunction of a rule, a first order
proposition and a second order proposition of type I. The
rule is this: 'Cne must worship Cod, and one must worship
Christ and one must worship the Holy Spirit'.l The first
order proposition is 'The will of Christ and of God and of
the Holy Spirit cannot conflict' where 'cannot'! has the sense
it has in 'John is so intelligent and has studied so hard,

he cannot flunk his exam!'. The second order proposition of
type I is to the effect that various propositions such as
those proposed by the arians, are false.

(3) Second Crder Predicates of Type III: These will consist
in logical remarks about the verification of first order |
statements. Thus 'God is invisible' can be construed as

such 2 remark to the effect that God is in principle unob-
servable, i.e., all observation tests (e.g., taking a good

look, employment of telescopes, etc.) are inappropriate.

17 will not (though perhaps I should) discuss the
logic of 'Holy Spirit'., I would suggest the following
definition in use: 'The Holy Spirit is present' is equiv-
alent to 'One is experiencing grece' which in tum is equiv-
alent to 'One is experiencing feelings of holiness'. The
latter will be discussed later. The proffered definition
does not account for the ascription of personality to the
Holy Spirit. With all due nodesty, however, I suggest tnat
the fault is that of Christianity.
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D. lietaphors: Predicates like 'rock of salvation',"a
fortress', etc., can now be regarded as metaphors which can
be given literal paraphrases in terms of first order predi-
cates. Thus, 'a fortress' can be broken down to 'just,
loving, and powerful'. 1Rock of salvation' can be translated
into 'steadfast and loving'. There will, of course, be a
poetic loss as in the case of any literal paraphrese, but
there will be no unintelligibility.

E. Guasi-i.etaphors: A statement like tGod is our father!

cannot be taken literally, since as such it is quite ob-
viously false. I¥ father, for example, is ¥. J. Wainwright,
murthermore, whatever God is, He is not the sort of being

who can be a father. On the other hand, the predicate is
not_a sheer metaphor like those mentioned above. lhat hap-
pens in this case is that a portion of the neaning of 'father!
can be applied toO God--and quite literally as in the case of
any-first order predicate, while another portion cannot be
l1iterally applied., Thus tfather' in ordinary contexts does
not simply mean biological father (otherwise it would be in-
appropriate to call ones adopted parent 'fathep'). It can
also mean someone Who stands in a certain (legal?) relation
to a second party--provides for his education, welfare, has
certain disciplinary privileges, etc. It is then in this
second sense that we can apply 'father! to God. This does
not exhaust the meaning of 'Cod is our father' howWever, since
the statement implies that God feels the sort of patemal

love which we expect from fathers, but which is not always
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forthcoming and is therefore not included in the meaning of
the tem. It is this relatively vague pnenumbra of associa-
tions which is one of the grounds which distinguishes 'father!
from a first order predicate, and is the reason for our ac-
cording it a quasi-metaphorical significance. The other is
that while God creates me (in the sense explained) he does
not do so in the sense that my father does so.

In concluding my discussion, IAwish to point out that
one thing which has govemed the inocuiry is the attempt to
avoid contradictions. It seems to ne that as defined, we
can assert that there is &2 being whd is loving, powerful,
judge, omiscient, omnipotent, steadfast, etc., without fear
of contradicting ourselves. (The propositions may of course
be utterly false.) In reconstructing Christian language, I
will then adopt a rule to the effect that no contradictions
are to be admitted.

‘At this point we may now oifer a definition of 5od in
terms of certain first order predicates (loving, powerful,
wise)‘and one second order predicate (invisible). The se-
lection is fairly arbitrary since another selection might do
as well. It is to be noted, however, that the definition
offered here will include the provisional definition, since
a being who is loving, powerful, wise and invisible (in the
defined senses) can only be a disembodied mind. The defini-

tion will be completed in Chapter XV.



CHAPTER XIV
VERIFICATION OF RELIGIOUS STATEH.ENTS

We mist now examine the method of verification ap-
propriate to religious statements. igain, T must warn the
reader that I am making a proposal, suggesting a simplified
model, rather than offering an analysis of the actual modes
of verification employed. I hope, however, (and believe)
that my simplified model is very close to that which is
actually employed in Christian religious contexts.

I wish to maintain that the ultimate appeal in the
attempt to verify a religious statement is an appeal to au-
thority, and that in our model the authority is of three
sorts, (a) a figure like Christ (b) scripture and (c) the
church, I now want to distinguish three sorts of religious
statements according to their subject matter: (i) Those
statements which have 'God' as their subject, e.g., 'God is
our father', (ii) those about some historical event (putative)
e.g8., 'The man called "Jesus" died and became alive again'
and (iii) rules, moral maxims and precepts, e.g., 'Love your
neighbor!'. We will exémine each of these in turn.l
A, How do we establish a statement like 'God is love'! or
1God can be moved by contrition'? I suggest that there are

several ways in which this can be established, by appealing

lThe logic of the last two statements has not been
discussed but presents no special problem. In our model, the
second sort of statement is construed in its ordinary sense.
Rules are taken as universal recommendations.

177
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to (a) a Christ-fizure (b) scriptures or (c) the church act-
ing thfougn a council or pope. In this case the issue is
closed.l /e will examine (in detail) the basis for using
christ and/or the church and/or scriptures 2s an authority.
But let us for the moment assume as a fundamental axiom:
tWwhatever the Christ-figure (or the church or scriptures)
says about God is true'. Assuming this as fundamental,
there are two other ways in which a statement about God can
be established. (a) The first is by a deduction from a state-
ment, or conjunction of statements, of the Christ-figure or
churcn or scriptures, using the ordinary canons of deductive
reasoning. (b) There is a looser way in wnich religious
stat enents may be related to the authoritative statenents.
Suppose thét a non-authoritative religious statement is pro-
posed for our belief--Boehme's doctrine of creation for ex-
ample. Let us further suppose (i) that the doctrine does
not follow logically from the body of authoritative state-
ments, (ii) that there is no logical conflict with the au-
thoritative statements, (iii) that the entertainment of the
proposed doctrine does not léad to behavior which conflicts
with behavior enjoined by the authoritative statements, and
(iv) that the proposed doctrine ansWwers & religious question,
say the problem of evil. If these considerations are ful-

filled, the doctrine may be entertained as a valid religious

1Some Christians, of course, will not accept the i
church as an authority, Cur model leaves this open--either

the Christ-figure or the church or scriptures or a selection
of these are authorities.
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hypothesis,

Wie must notice two things about this relation of
non-authoritative statements to authoritative statements.
(i) We must be prepared to give the hypothesis up if it
should prove on further inspection to conflict with the au-
thoritative statenents. (ii) We are not simply entertaining
the proposed doctrine as an hypothesis which is logically
pdssible in terms of the model. It is not something which
might just be the case but which has no further relevance.
(4 doctrine of this sort might be for example a dcctrine to
the effect that there are angels in charge of small children.)
The doctrine, as was said, is rather an answer to a religious
problem, an att enpt to make ones religious views nore co-
nerent, There are, however, no positive grounds which can
be advanced under the conditions which we have specified
other than a general intellectual demand that the religious
situation must be coherent and that therefore there must be
some solution to religious problems which cannot be settled
on the basis of authority. This, hoxve\}er, is a demand, not a

reason.l

lrhis ought to be qualified, It might be deduced from
authoritative statements that since 7od is good all religious
problems are potentially capable of being solved by human be-
ings, This would provide a justification for the attempt to
devise a solution to religious problems, i.e., @ solution is
possible at least, It cannot, however, be advanced as a
reason for the acceptance of any particular solution. If the
particular solution can be deduced from authoritative state-
ments, then the problem is not a religious problem in the
sense in which 'religious problen' has been used in the last
few paragraphs. (I am thinking particularly of the problem
of evil as an example of such a religious problem,} Nor if
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Under the conditions specified above & proposition
may be believed but is not compelled by the model technicues.
Let us return to the authoritative statements. vhat
conditions mist x fulfill to be an authority in religion?
There are two conditions:
(a) x must be a person(s) or book(s).
(b) We mist be prepared to say 'x is holy"'.
(e will examine the logic of 'x is holy' later.)
These conditions T will regard as hecessary and sufficient
to constitute an authority, They are not, however, the neces-
sary and sufficient conditions for the acceptance of a pro-
position as authoritative. & proposition is authoritative
if and only if it has been pronounced by an authority. [ut
this raises a further question as to how we know that é given
proposition has been pronounced by the authority in Guestion.
Let us first take those propositions which are supposed
to have been pronounced by the church. I will stipulate that
here the gquestion as to whether or not a given proposition
has been pronounced by the church is to be decided in accord-
ance with the usual eriteria used to eétablish any historical
statement. The degree of certainty of the proposition proposed
to our belief will then be proportional to the strength of
the evidence for the statement 'The church has said such and

such'.

it can be_ solved on other grounds (say by the use of scienti-
fie technlques? is it a religious problem since a religious

problem, by definition, is one which can only be settled by
religious techniques.
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The question with respect to the dhrist-figure is,
however, more complex and I'suggest that there we have a
very peculiar feature of the Christian verification situ-
ation. The figure in question is Jesus. [leports of his ut-
terances are found in the Bible. e must then suppose that
the Bible is accurate. How will this be estzblished? We
might suggest that we treat it simply as an historical docu-
ment. &s such, it is subject to the same criteria to which
any other historical document is subject. 3ut this would
suggest that we hold the authoritative statements only with
some degree of probability, since we argue in the following
way:

Any statement uttered by Christ is true. (axiom)
Thig statement was (probably) uttered by Christ.
(Since any historical evidence will yield only
probable conclusions)
Therefore, the statement in question is (probably)
true.
But this seems to conflict with the actual logic of the
Cchristian verification situation, i.e., the propositions in
question are not accepted as probable, but as certain, Is
this a simple case of going beyond the evidence? Perhaps it
is. ‘There is, however, another altemative, and it is this
latter which T wish to incorporete in my nodel of Christian
religious language. Historical criteria will be regarded as
largely irrelevant to the truth of the Biblical account of
Christ's teachings about God. This means that the Bible or

certain selected portions of itl are accepted as authorita-

170 accept something as authoritative we must remem-
ber it is only necessary that it be & person or book, and
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tive. !/hy are they accepted as authoritative? Eecause
-they are holy. But why are they judged to be holy? Be-
cause (a 12 Brunner) they present thrist, or present his
view as to the nature of God. That is, in less high flown
lingo, because of their subject matter,
If this is the case, We seem to be in a circle, since
our argument on the one hand is:
I

(1) Whatever an authority says is true.

(ii) Christ is an authority.

(iii) Therefore, whatever Christ says is true.

(iv) p is a proposition uttered by Christ.

(v} Therefore, p is true. '
l'ow we want the proposition p to be authoritative and there-
fore certain. But it can only be certain if all the premnisses
of the above argument are certain., W¥We might, however, ques-
tion the certainty of premiss iv. This is established by
means of the following argument:

' 11
(1) Whatever is found in the ZBible (or portions of it)
is true.

(ii) The Bible says that Christ said p.
(iii) Therefore, “hrist said p.

that we be prepared to judge that it is holy. As such, my
model does not commit the believer to all portions of the
Bible or any other book--simply those which he is prepared
to evaluate as holy. Thus a man could logically (i.e., in
accordance with my model) accept the teachings of Christ
about God and reject everything else--still remaining within
the context of the model. I think that this observation is
important since it allows a certain amount of flexibility
which would seem to be lost when we base religious verifica-
tion procedures upon an apreal to authority. There is a
sense in which we set up the authority which we accept.

. G ——  —— E—
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But the major premiss can be a2ccepted only if we accept

(by our definition of tauthority') the statement that the
Bible or selected portions of it are holy. low it would be
possible by our definitions simply to accept t‘nis.statememt
as fundamental. (We will in fact see that some judgment of
the form 'x is holy' must be accepted as fundamental.,) All
that our model requires is that the historicity of statements
to the effect that the Christ-figure says p are not to be
established by historical criteria. (This provision is
necessary to ensure the certainty of statements uttered by
the Christ-figure regarded as an authority--see above,) I
am inclined to think, however, that és a matter of fact the
ctatement that the Bible, or certain selected portions there-
of, is holy, is not (always or usually) accepted as funda-
mental in the above sense, and I would like to exnlore this
for a moment.

I have suggested that there is a reason for making the
evaluation in cuestion and that the reason is precisely the
nature of the contents of the portion in cuestion. The argu-
ment now is that:

ITY
(1) Anything which says such and such is holy.
(ii) The Bible, or portions of it, says such and such.
(1iii) Therefore, the Bible is holy.
ow this means that We may be in a circle though we are not
forced to be. If our argument is:
Anything which says q, r...is holy.

The Bible savs G, ree.e
“"herefore, the Bible is holy,
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where q=(Christ says that p), then we assume the conclusion
of argument II in attempting to establish its major premiss.
On the other hand, if neither o nor p is involved in the
'such and such"of the major premiss of argument IIT, then
it is not obvious that we are in & circle. I would not, how-
ever, be surprised if it were shown that gq or p was often in-
volved in the 'such and such',

My reason for this digression has been that though the
situation T have outlined presents (I believe) no difficulty
for my model, there does seem to be this constant snift in
~hristian contexts between an appeal to Christ and an appeal
to scripture as an authority and that therefore (since the
nodel is desisned for Christian language) the avnarent cir-
cularity involved reaguired @ brief exvlanation.

B. Let us now briefly cohsider verification of statements
1ike 'Christ rose from the dead' which «re historical, i.e.,
2 re about datable past events which might have been exper-

i enced bv human beincs. Here, T think, the actual verifica-
tion situation is cuite peculiar, and it is this peculiar
situation which I am going to incorporate in the model. The
pronosition says that a certain man at a certain place and
time died, and then at another speéific place and time was
found to be alive, where 'died' and 'alive! have their usual -
meanings. Whether the proposition is true or not would seeﬁ
then to be an ordinary empirical question. +e would, 1 sup-
pose, have to weigh the antecedent improbability of the event

in question against the reliability of documents which de-
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scribe the event. e would then form a probable judgment

as to the truth of the proposition (undoubtedly quite low),
This does not seen to be what happens, however. Imagine

- (following YacIntyre)l that suddenly the sworn testimony of
330 prominent Roma2ns, Gréeks and Syrians (i.e., people who
had no ax to grind) was found testifying that they watched
the body of Christ for 30 days, and that there was no resur-
rection. Jhat would happen? I suggest that thouzh some
people would undonbtedly give up their religious convictions,
those who Wwere committed Christians would suggest that it
was a forgery, that there was some mistake or something of
the éort. Suppose, on the other hand, the same situation
with the 330 reporting that on the third day the man did rise
from the dead. I suspect that the convinced atheist would
make one of two moves. He would either suggest catalepsy

or something of the sort, or if the usual expianations fail,
appeal to 'some queer sort of natural connection', Or he
might suggest that the newly discovered document is a forgéry.
--That is, I am suggesting that the nomal criteria for an
historical sﬁatement are (often) not used when the question

is a2 religious one.? Fow we could suzgest that this sus-

lilasdair iMacIntyre, "The Logical Status of Zeligious.
Belief," Metaphysical RBeliefs, ed. :#lasdair KMaclntyre and
“onald Gregor omith (London: SCM Press, Ltd., 1957),
pp. 169-211.

2Thi s does not mean that the question could not be
examined as an historical one, Of course it could. But
rather that when the question is raised in a religious con-
text, Wwe play fast and loose with the usual methods of veri-
fication.
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pension of the usual verification procedures is simply ir-
rational. There is an altemative however. This is to sug-
gest that it is not the case simply that the empirical veri-
fication procedures are suspended, but that another verifi-
cation procedure is substituted. I sueggest that this is
simply (in this case) an appeal to an authority. "his in
turn is based on the (as yet unexamined) judgment that x is
holy. This is all we need for our model. In practice, how-
ever, Wwe may add that the authority in this case is scripture.
The criteria for the judgment that scripture is holy involve
a reference to the contents, among which is the account of
the Resurrection. If the latter is included in the specifi-
cation of the contents used to back the judgment that scrip-
ture is holy, then we are in a circle.

C. Finally, let us exa2mine the verification ofAmaxims
1ike 'We ought to love our neighbor' (p). After what we have
said above, the situation would seem to be quite straight-
forward. The argument will go as follows:

21) whatever the authority enjoins is right.

ii)}) The authority enjoins p (either directly or else
indirectly where p is deduced from some direct ut-
terance of the authority or is in the spirit of
such an utterance).

(1ii) Therefore, p is right (where to say an action is
right is to prescribe it and/or to commend it).

There is one peculiarity however. It would seem that the
most fundamental value judgment is the major premiss, twhat-
ever the authority enjoins is right'. I think, however, that

this is in tum founded on & value judgment of a different

order, i.e., 'The authority is holy’. To understand religious
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value judgments, then, Wwe must examine the logic of 'x is
holy"'.

Before we do this, however, I would like to discuss
a consequence of the analysis of statements and the mode of
verification found in my model. What is the logic of the
situation where (i) one man 2sserts on historical grounds
thgﬁ“tﬁere is no evidence for the resurrection, while another
person asserts the resurrection on religious grounds or (ii)
one man asserts that there is no di sembodied mind which loves
us since there is no evidence for the existence of such a
mind, and if there were, the suffering we find would belie
his love, while his opponent asserts that God loves us,
basing his statement on an appeal to authority?

Tt might be said, that since the logic of the state-
ments is different, there is no real conflict. The seem-
ingly incompatible statements slide over one another, so to
speak, just as value judgments are (logically) compatible
with any and every empirical statement. I think that this
view, though attractive, is mistaken. At the same time it
contains some measure of truth. (2) I have maintained that
first order statements about God, and historical statements
(like the resurrection claim) are to be taken literally. A4s
such, the man who maintains.these propositions to be true
forms certain expectations, e.g., that suffering will be pre-
vented (formed on the basis of 'God loves us') and certain
contrary to fact conditionals, e.g., that if we had been pre-

sent 2t such and such a place at such and such a time, we
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would have seen the man called 'Jesus! walk out of the tomb.
“Jnen a man denies the religious propositions, he is directly
countering these expectations and beliefs. ('We have no
reason to expect that suffering will be prevented and in
fact it is not,!' 'If we had been at such and such a place
.. .we would not have seen a man called "Jesus" walk from the
tomb.') There is, then, a head-on conflict between the man
who accepts the modél and the man who does not, That is,
their expectations as to what will happen and thneir convic-
tions as to what has happened are radically different. Jhen
the atheist objects to Christianity, he is not misunderstand=-
ing the étatements in question, (b) We might then go on to
say that if cur atheist and our Christian are agreed as to
the meanings of the statements and the expectations which
they warrant, then it should be in principle possible to de-
cide this argument, i.e., we simply look to see if the ex-
pectations are fuifilled, i.e., certain predictions have
been made and we use ordinary empirical methods to ascertain
the outcome.

The curious thing is this. ‘The issue could be de-
cided if both parties to the dispute would accept the rele-
vance of the empirical verification procedures. 'This is not
the case, however, (in terms of my model--which as I have
said, I believe to be reasonably faithful to religious préc-
tice) since one party to the dispute says that the only cri-
teria relevant to the truth of religious assertions are those

which I have outlined above--criteria which are quite clearly
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non-empirical., Since the narties to the dispute admit dif-
ferent verification procedures as relevant, it would seem
that what is verified by one set of techniques might be fal-
sified by the other and vice versa. This seems to me to ac-
tually be the case with respect to the use of religious lan-
guage.

The dispute now becomes one as to the relative merit
of the proffered verification processes. It may be that we
would be foolish to accept any but the scientific verifica-
tion procedures. To attempt to argue this pro or con, how-
ever, would be to go beyond the purnose of this thesis, which
is simply to present a model in terms of which we can con-
strue religious language and logic.

“"here is, however, one more issue which must be ex-
plicitly discussed. 'What happens if an expectation which.has
been formed on the basis of certain religious statements is
disappointed? The situation I have in mind is this:

A is an authority and A says 'p'.
p implies a.
But not-a occurs.

There seem to be &t least seven moves Which might be
made. (a) We might admit that not-a has occurred but add that
A did not really mean p (but something analogous to p) by 'p!
and so the consequent, a, does not follow. Since our model
is designed to avoid an analogy theory of meaning, we must re-
ject this move as inadmissable.

(b) We might conclude that not all of the statements

of an authority must be true and that therefore the falsity
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of p does not necessarily disprove his authority though it
does count against it., Here, of course, not-a is accepted
as disproving p. There is a disadvantage in this n:ove, how-
ever. for if A (the authority) can be mistaken, then for any
proposition p, asserted by A, we cannot conclude with cer-
tainty that it is true. Our conclusions will in fact be only
probable, i.e., the argument will be:

Most statements of A are true.

A says that p.

Therefore, p is (probably) true.
a8 We have mentioned before, this seems to conflict with the
certainty with which the authority's statements are in fact
held. 4&s such, it seems that we rust exclude this move from
our model 1 |

(¢) We might conclude that since A uttered 'p' and
since p is false, A is not an authority. +~s & matter of fact
I think that this often happens and would certainly happen if
enough of the statements of the putative authority seem to be
manifestly false., However, since this line of attack is di=-
rected towards the authority, énd since the acéeptance of the
authority is a condition of using the model, it is not a move
which is permissible within the model. Any move within the
model presupposes that an authority has been accepted.
(d) We might conclude that since A is an authority and

since p is false, A could not have uttered 'p'. By making

lynat are we then to do with, e.g., Christ's statement
that He would returmm within the llfetlme of his disciples-=-
a statement that is surely false? I think that in practice
it is simply ignored. However, for another alternative see
(f) below.
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this move we can always save the authority of A, but only
at the expense of making the authority useless. For what
we seem to be doing is saying that only statements which

have not been shown to be false on independent grounds are

statements uttered by the authority. We no 1ohger have a
criterion for true statements, but rather a criterion for
‘the authority said such and such'., The ultimate arbiter

of the truth of & statement is, Say, science, not the author-
ity. But if so, the authority is no-longer functioning as an
authority.

There are three other moves, nowever, kach of these
is, I believe, sometimes made and each of these moves will
be considered to be acceptable in the model.

(e) It is postulated that the only relevant evidence
for p is its utterance by the authority, The observation of
not-a is not an utteérance by the authority. Consequently it
is not relevant to the truth and falsity of p. This move may
be objectionable, but I wish to include it in the model.

(f) It may be claimed that what seems to be a case of
not-a is not really a case of not-a., (i) This move is pos-
sible in cases in which a value predicate occurs in the char-
acterization of a situation. Suppose it is predicted that
good things will happen to the believer. J3ince we are unable
to see all the consequences of our actions, since apparent
disasters do sometimes lead to overwhelmingly good conclusions,
it seems always to be possible to believe that given any im-

mediate distress is in fact only a2 prelude to a great good.



192

This is particularly easy to do if one believes in immor-
tality. (ii) This move seems also possible in cases where
the description of a is vague, e.g., 'conducive to morel per-
fection'. If (as I suspect) no one is quite sure what this
involves, or can be positive that some bizarre training
method may not be in order, it may not be too difficult in

a given case to produce arguments both for the claim that a
given event a does, and for the claim that a does not, fall
under the concept of conducing to moral perfection.

That is, I think that there dre 2t least two cases
where @ re-interpretation of a putative negative instance is
possible. (I have not suggested that it is plausible.) First
where the account of the situation involves an appraisal and
secondly where the description is vague.

(g) Finally, many of the predicates with which we are
concemed involve an implicit reference to the long run. 'The
saints will be rewarded in thevlong run.,! 'The Kingdom of
God will come in the long run.' If this is the case, then it
would seem that given any chain of untoward events, We can
still claim that the run has not been long enough,

Does this then mean that nothing is allowed to count
against p? No, for suppose We refuse to re-interpret not-a
aﬁd we refuse to appeal to the long run. s+t this point we
either admit not-a as relevant evidence or not, But if we do
admit not-a as relevant evidence we must (unless we conclude
that A did not say 'p') reject A as an authority and thus

step outside the model. The situation is then this, contrary
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evidence can be admitted, but to accept it is to step out-
side the iodel.

Tt follows from this that cases in which & person al-
lows an enpirical event like suffering to count against & be-
lief, such as the belief that God 1oves us, is a case in which
a person's confidence in the whole model is shaken. <“nat as
long as the model is accepted, nothing empirical is allowed
to count apainst a religious assertion, though empirical
events can weaken ones confidence in the model via a weaken-
ing of faith in the particular suthority and possibly fzith
in all authority, Thus, acceptance of such an authority be-
ing a central feature of the model, to reject the authnority
is in effect to step outside the religious context. {n the
other hand, to accept an authority is to accept his state-
ments and this implies & certain oblivioﬁsness to the course
of events.

Thus religious statements differ from enpirical state-

ments in what we allow to count against them.l

11 wish to acknowledge my debt to alasdair ~acIntyre's
suggestion that authority is central, ‘esponsibility for
the detailed development of the conception is, however, mine.



CHAPTER XV
ANALYSIS OF *X IS HOLY!

A. Let us now turn to the analysis of the statement 'x
is holy'. I shall define tholy' as a value term which (a)
is used to commend and (b) expresses certain emotions or
feelings which I will call (borrowing Otto's term) 'numinous
feelings', o

What, then, are we to understand by tnuminous feel-
ings'? In the first place, I do not mean any 'a priori feel-
ing', any 'sui generis feeling!, any emotion somehow incom-
mensurable With our other emotions, In the second place, I
do not wish to decide as to whether 'muminous feeling' stands
for a unique feeling (unique in the sense that sadness is
unique) or for a combination of feelings (e.g., @ combination
of fear, dependence, awe, etc.) I shall, however, give &
criterion by means of which we can determine when the state-
ment 'A is experiencing numinous feelingst' is true. ''te cri-
terion is the practice of worship, or engaging in worship,l
what is involved in the practice of worship? There are un-
doubtedly borderline cases in which we are unable to deter-
mine whether a man is worshipping or not. BRut there also
seem to be situations in which the case is perfectiy clear.

MNow W6rship is to be distinguished both from the exper-

ience of certain feelings and emotions on the one hand, and

1To say 'A is experiencing numinous feelings' is not
equivalent to saying 'A is worshipping'. The latter is simply
a criterion for the former.

194
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from overt behavior on the other, i.e., it is not to be
equated with either. 'To worship' thus behaves something
l1ike 'to think', To think is not necessarily to perform a
bit of overt behavior though it may involve this, e.g.,
writing symbols on a sheet of paper, screwing up ones eye-
brows, opening reference books, etc. Nor is thinking simply
the experience of a group of emotions such as perplexity, etc.
There is no one feeling or set of feelings, no one overt
action or set of o#ert actions which is denoted by 'to think',
Yet this does not prevent us from saying 'A is thinking' and
often being quite certain that we are correct,

I suggest that 'to worship' behaves in an analogous
way. There are certain practices associated with worship,
i.e., certain bits of overt behavior, e.g., saying prayers,
kxneeling in a church, a prayerful attitude of the body, etc.
“o one of these by itself constitutes worship, hey are
rather signs on the basis of which we feel entitled to infer
that the man is‘worshipping.l Jorshipping woﬁld seem then to
be an activity which is as readily identifiable as thinking.

In short, to worship is to do somet.hing.A I suggest
that primarily it is to do something overt (to say prayers
aloud, kneel, sing praises, etc.) There is no one act or

group of acts which exhaust the concept of worship but rather

lThis is not quite correct. For 'sign' suggests a
gulf between the observed behavior and some inner act of
worship. But these bits of behavior are in fact part of
what is involved in worshipping. That is, when we see 2a
man praying in church, we do not infer that he is worshipping,
we see that he is worshipping.
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an open list of such acts, with no clear rule for deciding
just which or how many of these acts @re necessary. Jeriva-
tively one can worship without engaging in overt behavior
just as one can think to oneself. I think that what is pri-
marily involved here is praying silently, where the dis-
tinction between praying aloud znd oraying silently is not
nore mysterious than the distinction between speaking aloud
and speaking to oneself.

To returm, numinous feelings =df. those feelings which
accompany an act of worship. This must immediately be Gual-
ified by adding that the worship in cuestion must be sincere.
This should present né difficulty however. we can in practice
determine Whether a worshipper is sincere by criteria like
the following: By what he says, by whether he aprears dis-
tracted when he claims to be worsihipping, by facial expres-
sions ('He seems rapt in worship'), by future conduct (he
does not get up and spit on the cross), etc., etc. A Tar-
tuffe is always possibles but deceit is possible in other
areas as well, and the bare fact that some man m2y be a con-
summite actor and may be therefore able to make people, e.g.,
believe him to be virtuous when he ié not, does not lead us
to say that we are unable to distinguish virtuous men from

-wicked men.l

llt might be objected that we cannot identify wor-
shipful behavior without a reference to religious proposi-
tions or to special religious arguments. Suppose a man kneels
before a king, uses terms like 'your worship'!, 'your majesty',
etc. It would seem that he is exhibiting worshipful behavior,
yvet we would not want to say that he is worshipping. Now the
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It is then these emotions connected with the activity
of worship which are expressed by 'holy' in the judgment

that x is holy,

reason we would refuse to say that he is worshipping, so the
argument goes, is that the being towards who the quasi-wor-
shipful behavior is directed is not a religious object or
zod. It would seem, then, that we must assert that a neces-
sary condition of a behavior pattern being worshipful is
that it is directed towards a god. &s such We cannot under-
stand worshipful behavior without understanding propositions
about those gods. But (a) it is not clear to me that the
behavior of a worshipper towards his god would be suffi-
cientlv like that of a quasi-worshipper towards his king to
make it impossible for us to distinguish the two cases with-
out reference to 2 god or to religious propositions, If we
are unable to make the distinction, then perhaps we have a
case of worship proper (e.g., the Roman emperors, Or various
god-kings who in fact wWere treated as divine. (b) But pass=-
ing over this for a woment, it would still seem that no ’
question is begged. For while granting that to identify
behavior as worshipful, we must include a reference to the
object of worship, we @n do this in the following manner:

conduct is worshipful only if the object to which it
is directed is called 'God', 'a god' (or soumething of the
sort) by the putative worshipper.

"hat is, We determine Whether he would sa that the
object of his activity is a god, i.e., We are simply adding
one more behavioral test to those which we have already sug-
cested above. !/e are not Dresupposing any religious pro-
positions but the truth of certain propositions wnich in-
clude these as parts. That is, where p is a religious pro-
position, constructed in accordance with our model, the only
proposition at issue in detemining whether & given mode of
behavior is worshipful or not, is a proposition like 'He
said p! or 'He thinks p' but not p itself. we can therefore
describe worshipful behavior and identify numinous feelings
without committing ourselves to any religious proposition.
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B. We may now specify the role which 'x is holy' is to
play in our model., It has two roles.

In the first place 'x is holy' is to be & necessary
condition of 'x is an authority' and as we have seen 'x is
a person Oor a book and x is holy' is both a necessary and
sufficient condition for 'x is an authority',

In the second nlace, in our model 'God is holy! will
be taken as a necessary condition of 'There is a fod', i.e.,
in our model anyone who claims that there is a God is (logi-
cally) committed to evaluating God as holy.l Cur definition
of fod is now in its final shape. e provisionally defined
God as a disembodied mind. We then offered a :ore precise
definition--God =df. a being who is invisible, wise, power-
ful and loving, i.e., tod =df. the being who possesses cer-
tain first order predicates and one second order predicate,
these having been previously defined. ‘e must now add that
tholy' is to be added as a2 defining property, and our defi-

nition is complete.2

l7¢ is to be noted that this may be & departure from
some uses of religious language. For it would seem that a
person who accepts the existence of a being called 'God!
might refuse to worship him, i.e., refuse to regard him as
holy. The Black l'ass is a religious phenomenon.

2rhere are several other senses of 'There is a Gtod?',
1 am inclined to think that 'There is a God' is sometimes
roughly equivalent to 'There is somewhere an authority, i.e.,
something I would worship or evaluate as holy'. I may assert
this whether or not I have found such an object. (It is in
this sense that I might say 'There is a God--there must be'.
Note that Unamuno defines faith as the wish to believe, not
belief.) There is a stronger sense of 'There is a God'. The
sense I have in mind here is equivalent to 'I believe in God!'.
suppose I am confronted with Christ or some other Christ-
figure. 7T exclaim, 'There really is a God, I believe!' There
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C. e have remarked that 'x is holy' is not only to be
construed as expressing the feeling of holiness, but is also
used to commend, i.e., the statemént is an evaluative One.
is such, we must ask what criteria, if any, &re employed in
aprlying 'holy'.

what values may 'x' have? It would see: almost any-
thing--historical figures, places, books, buildings, arti-
facts, trees, invisible persons, etc., etc. ixamples from
211 these classes can be, and have been, considered holy.
what, if anything, do these persons, objects, etc. have in
common which might serve as a criterion for the application
of the predicate in question? The only thing which is ob-
viously shared by tiese various objects is that they all
eliéit the feeling of holiness. It would seem, then,-that
the-proper reply to the question, 'iwhy do you say that x is
holy' is that x causes us to feel in a certain way, elicits
a certain sort of feeling response. This reply would seen
jmproper however, Ior We are asking for a justification, not
for a causal'explanation.

+here are three sorts of qﬁestions which may be asked

about the feeling of holiness. (a) +hat is the cause of this

is no longer the expectation that a sacred authority will be
found--we are now facing it. ‘'There is & God' may then ex-
press the acceptance of an authority as sacred, as well as
the predisposition to regard some authority as sacred. FPer-
haps the difference is between 'I think there is a God' (where
'T think! indicates the degree of certainty with which I

hold the proposition-~but does not refer to a subjective

state of my mind) and 'There is a God'.
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feeling? (b) Towards what is the feeling directed and (c)

is the feeling appropriate? The answer to the first ques-
tion is to be given in terms of the nature of the object,

the individual's personal history, seneral psychological
laws, etc. Dut though the genetic question may be an intrin-
sically interesting one, it isruoré”properly a cuestion for
psychology than for philosophical analysis. "“he second cues-
tion can be ansWwered by observing the behavior of the person
who makes the judgment, or by asking him a simple question.
It is the third question which is interesting for our pur-
poses, since the answer to 'l'nder what conditions is the feel-
ing of holiness appropriate' is identical with the answer to
tyhat features Jjustify, or what criteria are relevant to, the
judgment that x is holy'. The fact that we feel a certain
way whenever x is presented is not, then, the reason for the
judgment that x is holy. (Though it may be a necessary causal
condition for the making of such a judgment.) It is rather
sonmething which nust itself be justified.l» Kow will such a
justification proceed? Presumably we will mention character-
i stics of the object towards which the feeling is directed.
The features mentioned in such a justification will be pre-
cisely those which would be specified in an attempt to back
'x is holy' with appropriate justifying reasons.

what sort of criteria are advanced to back 'x is holy'?

17f we feel the justification in question to be in-
adequate we may accuse the maker of the judgment of idolatry,
jdolatry being by definition misplacing ones Judgments of
holiness.
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There would seem to be three possibilities. (a) That no
criteria are advanced, i.e., that the value judgment that
some particular x is holy is fundamental in the sense that
while it may be used to justify other evaluations, it cannot
itself be justified by an appeal to any further evaluation.
(b) The criteria will be given in sentences which employ
predicates which do not occur in our model, i.e., in terms
of extra-religious predicates. (c) The predicates which oc-
cur in the justifying reasons will be predicates which do
oceur in our model, i.e., religious predicates.

Yow in the case of 6ﬁr model, there are two primary
objects which are evaluated as noly--the authority and God.
We may divide authority into two sorts-=Christ-figures and
books. Ndw scripture is judged holy either because of its
source or because of its contents. In general it seems cor-
rect to say that the source in question must be a holy man
in order for the book to be judged to be holy, or else it pre-
sents a story of someone or other who is judged to be noly.l
As such, the judgment that scripture is holy depends upon the
judgment that some Christ-figure is holy. Our question, then,
comes to this, e must then ask in what way or ways We back
the claim 'God is holy' and the claim that, e.g., Christ, is

holy. It will be seen that in terms of the proposed model,

lThis may not be the case, e.g., the Upanishads, or
generally any document which simply presents & set of doc-
trines or precepts. In such a case, if the book is treated
as holy, it would seem that the judgment that it is holy is
fundamental in the sense that it admits of no further back-
ing.



202

the logic of the two statements is quite dissimilar.

Let us first ask how we back 'A is holy' where A is
a Christ-figure. Our model is designed to fit (however
roughly) Christian language and verification procedure. The
primary authority in Christianity is christ. Let us ask,
then, what sort of predicates occur in the statements which
are brought forward to back the claim that Christ is holy.l
e have seen that there a2re three possibilities. We may rule
out the possibility that there are no criteria, for whatever
else he may be, Christ is supposed to>be an historical figure
singled out from othérs by the peculiar nature of his ac=-
tivity. It is precisely this latter to wnich appeal is made.
what, then, is the nature of the predicates which occur in
the justifying statements? (a) Some of the predicates are
what I have called 'non-religious', e.g., theals the sick',
'teaches such and such an sthical doctrine', 'exhibits a
highly moral character' (i.e., in effect, '1ives up to those
rmoral standards which I consider to be highest;). (b) Others,
however, are definitely religious in nature, e.g., 'son of
God'!, 'will come again in glory'. (c) Still others hover
somewhere between religious and non-religious vredicates, e.g.,

tforgives sins'.

1li et us waive the question as to whether to accept
christ as an authority we must accept the Bible as an author-
ity. For-if asked to justify the latter we will probably
appeal to the character of the person(s) which it presents.
~hat is, we appeal to the content which is among other things,
preciseiy a specification of the features of Christ's activity
which are supposed to justify the judgment that Christ is
holy.
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Let us first examine the religious predicates. 'Son
of God' is less a characteristic or feature than a title,
part of the basis for the application of which is precisely
the evaluation of Christ as holy., 70 argue that Cnrist is
holy because he is the son of God is then to fall into a
circle.

Let us examine the prediction that <hrist will come
again in glory. T"he only bzsis for accepting this is that
Christ has said that he will come again, and “hrist is an
authority. Rut we are justified in accepting Cnrist as an
authority only because he is holy. .gain, we can back 'Christ
is holy' with 'Christ will come again in glory' only at the
expense of landing in a circle. I suggest that what we have
found true in this ccse will be true in the case of tne other
7 religious predicates ascribed to Christ, e.g., [‘essiah, Son
of Man, judge, savior, etc. That is, they will either De
titles, partly relying on the judgment that he is holy, or
will be descriptions dependineg upon his authority for their
acceptance.

Let us next eximine & quasi-religious predicate--'for-
gives us'. In part, forgiving is an ordinary activity which
anyone may perform on certain appropriate occasions, In so
far as 'forgiveness' indicates an activity of this sort, it
is @ non-religious predicate. ""he situation is complicated
by the following factors however. A man can only be said to
forgive offenses which have been comiitted against him. This

implies, since Christ forgives all orfenses, that all offenses
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have been committed against Christ, This is intelligible
only if we provide some gloss like 'Christ is God' or 'Christ
is the son of God'.. But these ih turn rest on 'Christ is
holy' and therefore cannot be appealed to to back 'Christ is
holy!' without circularity.

If we are to avoid circularity, it would seem, then,
that we rust appeal for criteria to those characteristics
which T have called non-religious. £ non-religious predicate
being by definition a predicate which is always employed in
sentences to which ordinary verification procedures are under
some conditions relevant (e.g., 'poes to Samaria' as opposed
to 'knows our every thought'. The latter may occur in 'God
knows our every thought' which is accepted only on authority.

_ ‘"he former occurs only in séntences which could be verified
in the usual ways. )

As has been pointed out many times, our basis for
ascribing even non-religious predicates to Christ is scripture,
and scripture is accepted as authoritative, i.e., even the
non-religious predicates are in fact backed by appeal to au-
thority. Tﬁey are, however, non-religious in the sense that
if we Were 2t a certain place at a certain time, we would rely
on ordinary empirical techniquésrto verify statements employing
them. It may perhaps be best to distinguish them in the fol-
lowing manner. Under certain contrary to fact conditions
(we are at such and such a place...) the predicates are non-
religious in the full sense. Under present conditions they

are religious predicates, where I mean by this simply that
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religious verification procedures have been substituted for
empirical verification procedures. They are still to be dis-
tinguished from religious predicates proper, i.e., those
which under all circumstances can only be properly verified
by religious techniques, e.g., 'loves us' in 'God loves us'.

The situation then seems to be this: To back 'Christ
is holy' we can (a) appeal to sentences containing religious
and quasi-religious predicates at the expense of circularity.
(b) We can appeal to sentences containing non-religious predi-
cates though at the expense of some thinness, since it does
seem to be the case that it is precisely the religious predi-
cates which are as a matter of fact the foundation for the
ascription of holiness to Christ--.hether or not the situation
is vicious is a2 moot question.

Je must now ask: wWhat reasons are advanced as backing
for 'God is holy'? It will immediately be seen that the ques-
tion cannot properly arise. 3ince holiness has been put for-

‘ward as a defining characteristic of de, the statement that
God is holy is analytic. ‘
D, Assuming that Wwe know exactly what sort of being it is
whose existence is in question wheén we say that God exists, we
must ask how the existence of such a being is established.
Here We m2y suggest that it ié not established in any particu-
lar way. The situation is rather this in terms of our model:
(1) e must accept some authority to use the model.
(ii) To accept Christ or some other person as an authority is

to accept the statements which he utters as true.



206

(iii) Among the statements which the authority utters may

be statements like 'God is our father'.

(iv) In accepting a simple subject-predicate sentence we are
jmplicitly accepting the existence of the subject term. Thus,
if T claim that 'this table is brown' I presuppose that there
is a table. If I claim that John is a braggart, 1 presuppose
that there is such a person as John.

(v) Thus, if I accept 'God is our father', I implicitly ac-
cept the proposition that there is 2 God. The proposition
does not explicitly come up for discussion within the model
jtself. (Tt could, of course, if a putative authority denies
that there is a God.)

It would seem that the Question 'Ts there a God?' (when
cod has been defined in tems of our privileged predicates)
might profitably be regarded &s a disguised version of the
question 'Why accept the statements of the authority', i.e.,
'Why accept the authority', for to challenge 'There is a God'
is to challenge the authority's statements and thus to chale
lenge the authority himself.

 There is, however, another sense which we can attach to
1Ts there a God'., We may construe this as asking if there is
any scientific evidence for the existence of 2 being defined
in tems of the first order.predicates and one second order
predicate, but omitting the predicate 'holy'. Now since I
have argued that first order predicates do not have a stretched

sense but mean what they do in ordinary contexts (i.e., justify

the same expectations)--or else have assigned literal meanings
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to these predicates, the question is a proper one, It is
jmportant to remember, however, that the evidence (if any)
which can be obtained in this way is considered irrelevant
by anyone using the model.

There might, however, be still another point to the
cuestion 'Is there a God'? The atheistic query might in fact
be a disguised version of the question 'Wny should I think
in terms of the model?' This is the last and perhaps the
most important question which we must reise.

E. The auestion 'Why should T think in such and such a
way' seems to be a queer one. It may be interpreted in several
ways. (ij One is 'Why should T believe some specific proposi-
tion, p?' This is not at issue, for taough it is true that

to accept Christianity T must accept specific propositions,
this is not involved in accepting the model. To accept the
model is to accept first, a certain analysis of religious
predicates, secondiy a specific definition of God, thirdly a
certain method of verification, and finally the relation of

tx is holy' to other religious statements. Now it is true
that to operate with the riodel, T must accept an authority

and therefore the statements made by the authority. But the
difficulty we are considering is not primarily a difficulty

jn accepting those statements but in allowing an authority

at all. The question at issue is really (ii) tvhy accept this
method of verification?' This is a neculiar question because
it is unclear 2s to exactly what would constitute an answWer

to it. It would seem for example that & scientific or philo-
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sopnic justification would proceed in terms of their own
peculiar techniques. 2And what would it be like to Justify

one set of verification procedures (those of the mcdel) in

t erms of verification procedures of a radically different

sort (e.g., those of science). Furthemore, what precisely

is the conclusion which we are trying to establish? Pre-
sumably the conclusion to be established is the following:
'*One ought to accept the verification procedures found in our
model.! But this is a value conclusion, and it would seem
that as such it cannot strictly follow from a pnilosophic or
scientific argument., If it is a value question, it would
seem, then, that we ought to justify it either on the grounds
that it is expedient or that it is the morally right thing to
do. If so, the question becomes (iii) 'Why is it expedient

or morally right to accept the riodel?' What is involved in
saying that a certain verification procedure is expedient or
useful? Perhaps that those who adopt it get certain desireble
experiences, or are able to get about better in the world. But
how do we know this? Presumably by employing common sense

and scientific verification procedures, i.e., procedures rad-
jcally different from those found in our model. RPut this jus-
tification of one set of verification procedures in terms of
another brings us back to the point made above. e rest one
set of procedures upon another. GCould not we as easily (logi-
cally, not psychologically) tum this relationship around?
Again, why might such an adoption of a set of procedures be

considered norally right? It would, of course, be so con-



209

sidered if we in fact accept a moral rule to the effect that
we ought to use these procedures. This, however, is what is
at issue. It might, however, be the case that the adoption

of the techniques of the model is @ necessary condition of,

or 2 better means to, behaving in a :moral fashion,

Jut suppose We accept the conclusion that it is ex-
pedient and morally right to accept the method of verifica-
tion found in our model. At this point a peculiarity of the
model emerges which indicates the pivotal role of the judgment
that something or other is holy. ~ror to accept the judgment
that we ought to accept the proposed method of verification
js not enough, We cannot accept it without accepting an au-
thority, and We cznnot accept an authority without making a
judgment that the proposed authority is holy. The judgment
that something is holy is therefore a necessary condition of
accepting the }nodel.1

what I attempted to do is (a) to pgopose 2 model in
which five types of reiigious pfedicates have been distin-
zuished, and examples from each type defined, the concept of
God being defined in terms of -a certain specified collection
of these predicates, (b) to propose a set of verification pro-

cedures ultimately resting on the notion of an authority in

lrs use the method if verification which we have set
up in our model, We must take something to be holy. The con-
verse does not hold however., For the authority to which ul-
timate appeal is to be made must not only be holy, but must
be a person(s) or book. It is thus perfectly possible to
judge something to be holy (e.g., & place, object, etc.) and
yet be unable to use the verification procedures of the model.
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terms of which sentences containing these predicates may be
justified, (c) to specify that a precondition of accepting
the second feature of the model is the judgment that some;
thing or other is hély and (d) to propose that 'x is holy'
is to be interpreted as commendatory in function, and as ex-
p.essing certain religious feelings which are identified as
those which occur in worship. ‘is such, to accept the nodel,
i.e., to work in terms of it, it is (factually) necessary to
possess the feeling in question, It is logically necessary
to accept the judgment that 'x (the authority) is holy?',
since the only statement which is to be accepted as backing
for 'x is an authority' is 'x is holy’.

In conclusion, let me make a few remarks on the way in
which I consider the accounts of Schleiermacher and Gtto to be
related to the model.

Tn general, what I have tried to do is to present three
separate accoungs in which religious feelings are considered
relevant to the verification of religious statenents, The
accounts formally pareéllel one another quite closely, for each
presents a view as to the nature of religious predicates, at-
tempts to give some account of the nature of religious feel-
ings, and allots & role to religious feelings which makes‘thém,
as T have said, relevant to the truth or falsity of religious
statements. Let us examine this point by point.

(a) Schleiermacher considers religious statements to
be descriptions of or expressions of religious feelings. Otto

proposes two separate accounts in The Philosophy of Religion
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and in The Idea of the Holy. In the latter, predicates dre

divided into ideogrems and schematizing concepts. In Part III
of this thesis a five-fold division of religious predicates
has been proposed. I have argued in Parts I and II that

schl eiermacher and Otto are driven to an analogy theory of
meaning, i.e., & theory in which it would be claimed that,

for example, 'love' is like scme attribute of God without be-
ing able to specify in exactly what respects it is like. I
have attempted to remedy this by proposing & literal inter-
pretation of religious predicates.

(b) I have argued that neither Schleiermacher nor Ctto
gives us criteria by which we may identify the presence of
religious feelings, T have proposed such a2 set of criteria
(centerine around the notion of worship) in Part 11T,

(¢) If, as 3chleiermacher holds, religious st&tem-ents
are descriptions of feelings, are about teelings, then the
relation of these feelings to the truth of religious state~
ments is obvious. In Otto, the numen is apprehended in re-
ligious feelings, the apprehension serving as a warrant for
religious statements. In the model, I have suggested that
statements can be verified only by appealing to authority.
Put the authority can be accepted only if wWe accept the claim
that he is holy. The latter judgment is construed as ex-
pressing religious feelings. Religious feelings &are thus in-
directly relevant to the truth of religious statements.

. In short, Otto, Schleiermacher and I are all trying to

—~apr

do the same thing, &s I have said, the accounts are thus
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formallv parellel, ‘'The first two accounts have been rejected
for reasons developed in Parts I and TI. The wodel proposed

jn Part TII attempts to present an account--of the same gen-

eral sort as Ctto's and Schleiermacher's--which yet avoids

the difficulties occasicned by tnese accounts.



APPENDICES



APPENDIX

Schl eiermacher has maintained that no finite object
can arouse the feeling of absolute dependence. But pro-
visionally granting that no finite obj ect is able to arouse
the feeling of absolute dependence, why could not the world
as the totality of objects gathered in a system, be the ob-
ject (and partial cause) of the feeling? Or to put the
cuestion in a slightly different fomm, how does Schleier-
macher distinguish God and the world? In the second edition

of the Discourses, Schleiermacher characterizes plety 2s the

feeling produced in an individual by God, but by means of the
world.l We grasp the existence of finite things in and
through the infinite, by surrendering to the whole.< But is
this whole God or the world? Or again, "the sum total of
religion is to feel that in the highest unity all that moves
us in feeling is one...to feel that is to say that our being
and living is a being and living in and through God".3 1Is
the world or God the object of religious feeling? Ib is to
be noticed that Schleiermacher makes a point of speaking of
the tworld-spirit' rather than tworld-soul 'k apparently

1 eaving the question of theism vs. pantheism an open one. 1In

the Dialektik God and the world are distinguished as that

1Schleiermacher, On Religion, Speeches to its Cultured
Despisers, P. 45.

21bid., pp. L8-49.
31bid., pp. 49-50.

L1pbid., p. 11l1.
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which is essentially one and that which is essentially a

multiplicity.l Tn The Christian Faith the distinction is

maintained and the object of the religious feeling is a God
who is something other than the world. The relation between
God and the world is still an intimate one, however, since
one cannot be conceived Without the other.?

This brings us to the claim thaﬁ God is related in
certain intimate ways to the world. In particular that cer-
taln objects in the world may help to arouse rellglous feel-

ings. In the Discourses Schleiermacher says (and his position

on this point seems unchanged in The Christian Faith) "miracle

is simply the religious name for an event”,3 i.e., any event
may be considered as a miracle, Why, then, are some events
singled out as miracles in preference to others? His ansWer
is that if in considering an object we are interested in its
natural causes Or uses, the sense of the whole is at & minia-
™um. ”pn the other hand, an event whose natural causes Or uses
are hidden may direct us to the whole-~in part at least be-
cause our utilitarian and scientific interests are frustreted
for the moment.% 7“hat has Sehleiermacher said? He has said
that if we look at an event in a religious way, we feel that

it is incomplete by itself, yet somehow charged with signifi-

1Fpiedrich Schleiermacher, Dialektik (Berlin: G. Reimer,
1839), p. 162. —

27bid., pe. 16<.

3schl eiermacher, On Religion, Speeches to its Cultured
Despisers, p. 88.

Libid., p. 11lk.
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cance or pregnant with meaning. Every object can be seen as
a sign of the infinite.l But why does it impress us as a
sign of the infinite? Presumably because it points to the
jnfinite. But as to what this might involve 5chl eiermacher
does not tell us. ~1l1 that can be gatnered is that the event
is significant, 'pregnant with meaning'. But what does this
jnvolve? T suppose our attention is directed towards the ob-
ject, we feel all sorts of vague emotions, & train of revery
i s started, we think the object to be somehow important, etc.
Byt to get whit we want, these vague impressions and feelings
must lead to a definite terminus--the feeling of absolute de-
pendence and its appropriate doetrinal expressions. »Sut how
this happens is unclear, though perhaps a chain of thoughts
might lead to the thought of God, certain pious feelings
might be excited, etc, which would be initizlly occasioned
by some specific event. (4And about all 3chleiermacher seems
to be saying here is that as a matter of fact this happens
frequently.,) Under what conditions does this happen? How
is the impression of significance which certain events make
upon us related to the feeling of aBsolute dependence? We
are not told. This is unfortunate, since if Qe knew more pre-
cisely the sort of events wiich Were 'pregnant with meaning’
in the required sense, or if we knew under what conditions
events could make an impression which would lead to the re-
ligious feeling, we would have certain criteria for the pre-

sence of the feeling of absolute dependence at certain points

l1bid., p. &8.
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in the world, i.e., We would know the conditions under which

the feeling would be present.



APPENDIX IX

To ask for the criteria for éhe presence of the feel-
ing of absolute dependence is to ask for the criﬁeria for the
presence of God since for Schleiermacher this feeling is the
presence of God in the individual. Sabatier (in Outlines of

a Philosophy of Religion) accepts this and goes on to say

that the essence of religion consists in the relation between
ourselves and the mysterious power on wnom we feel dependent
--that this is somehow a feeling or affective state in which
God is present, What is this relation. Prayer, since it
contains both sides of the transaction. It is an address to
God on the one hand and on the other hand involves a relation
of God to us since the fact that we do so address ourselves
is the being of God within us.l This suggests that the act
of prayer is 2 criterion for the presence of the feeling. It
is not sufficient since the prayer must be & sincere one.

But this presents little difficulty since we have certain
standard and fairly reliable tests for sincerity. .Je can ob-
serve Whether a person acts in accordance with his profession.
#e can ask him certain pertinent questions, etc. 1Is, then,
sincere prayer & sufficient criterion for the wresence of the
feeling in question? Perhaps, but we ought to note that it
is hot a necessary condition. Putative mystical experience

would seem to be the case par excellence in which the feeling--

is supposed to be present. Now prayer as usually understood

lsabatier, Outlines of a Philosophy of Religion,
pp. <5,30.

<18
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involves a dialogue in which resolutions are expressed,
praises are offered, confessions are made, etc. This sup-
J@oses that we are active mentally while it would seem that
at least some'mystical states involve an abeyance of tnis
sort of activity. In fact some mystical states approach un-

consciousness (cf. Leuba, Psychology of Religious l.ysticism).

If so, it would seem that prayer may be absent when the feel-
ing is present, Of course We may define prayer as the pre-
sence of the feeling, in which case it is both a necessary
and sufficient condition of the feeling. (And I believe
Sabatier does this.) But then prayer becomes as elusive as
the feeling itself.

Let us try another criterion. .e will say that the
feeling is present in those persons who are czlled saints or
holy men. Tut this raises a further cquestion. wWhat is it to
call someone a saint? In a religious context it means that
he is holy, special, has a supernatural character, is su-
premely virtuous and the like., Someone may add thatg he is
possessed by God or that God dwells in him. Put this is
pretty general, How might I make the criteria more specific?
There are several possibilities, (a) Perhaps there has been
a conversion experience, 2 person changes his character, acts
in a new and presumably better fashion, This begins to set
him apart from other men, but leads to @ new criterion. (b)
His actions must be such as would be considered good. whether
they are considered good or not depends on their relation to

the ideal of life presented by the particular religion. This
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ijs certainly a necessary condition yet it is not sufficient
since a further criterion is empioyed--(c) the person must
be holy in some sense. He must be more than simply virtuous
(unless virtue is to include all these characteristics, states,
trances, etc., which are present in those who are called
saints. What do we do when we call someone holy? We do at
] east this--we commend him, claim that he is worthy of esteem,
ete, If so, our judgment thét someone is holy is a value judg-
ment and its position in relation to our other value judgnents
remains to be investigated, This will be done later. Up to
this point the argument is as follows. i/e might say that the
religious feeling is present in the saint., But a person is
‘a saint only if he is holy. This is a value judgment (in part
at least) and it is not vet clear under what conditions (if
any) we are justified in making this judgment. As it stands,
then, sainthood is an inadeguate (or at least unexplained) cri-
terion,

Sabatier, however, presents us with & new possibility.
If we maintain, as Sabatier seems to do, that revelation is
simply the presence of the religious feeling, and that revela-
tion is ﬁhat which enriches human life, inspires confidence
etc.,1 then the criterion we are looking for might be & prag-
matic one. But this presents difficulties. Ve simply seem
to be defining the presence of God as the feelings and atti-
tudes which lead to some improvement in life. But the claim

that there is @ mysterious being who manifests Himself in feel-

lTbid., pp. 60-61.
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ing certainly involves rnore than this., 1In the first place,
the criterion is much too broad, e are interested in special
manifestations, in cases where the feeling of dependence is
in the foreground, while it is not at all obvious that the
feeling is so dominant in all acts which tend to enrich life.
Tn the second place, the rniysterious being rust be rmore than
the manifestation., If we accept sainthood, the activities

of certain mystics, etc., as paradigm cases of the manifesta-
tion of God and so of the presence of the feeling, (and I
think Sabatier would accept this) then it seems unlikely

that there would be any such manifestation at all unless the
persons in question thought there was some being over and
above the manifestztion who produced it. Iiow, unless the
being is real, the saints are deluded. But it is not clear
how such a grave delusion could be anytaing but »itizble.

But if this is the case, then life is not enriched ahd S0
sainthood is not a manifestation of God. But it would seem
difficult for anyone who Wishes to accept the religious struc-
ture to accept the latter, Such & person cannot, then, accept
the praegmatic criterion as I have outlined it without bringing
in supporting criteria,

Or again, Sabatier says that my feeling towards God 1is
f£ilial. In what sense is the feeling filial? It might be
the same sort of feeling which one has towards his father only
directed towards a different object. But if this is the case,

to distinguish the two feelings I must know something about

the objects, and this would seem to presuppose & theory about
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God which would in turn only be understandable on the basis
of the feeling in question. But I may claim, on the other
hand, that the religious filial feeling resembles the ordin=-
ary filial feeling only in certain respects. But if this is
so, it seems fair to ask in what sense the two feelings re-
semble one another, and in what respects they differ. Is it
possible to point out the respects in which the feelings dif-
fer without'a discussion of the sorts of objects towards
which the feelings are directed and the appropriate reactions
to them. That is, I could say 'The religious feeling is like
the feeling one has towards ones father, but since God has
properties 4, B, C...etc., it will differ in certain respects’',
If T simply say 'It is like ordinary filial feeling in this
and that respect, but is still somehow different' without
stating the differences, one would be justified in concluding
that perhaps there are no differences at all., Tt night be
retorted 'Well, they just feel different'. No doubt. But

a ssuming that I do not have the feeling in question, this is
unenlightening,

Je have tried various criteria for the presence of re-
ligious feeling which have been suggested by Sabatier. These
have been (i) the activity of prayer, (ii) the behavior of
various holy men, (iii) the enrichment of life and finally
(iv) its resemblance to filial feeling., Cur results have so

far been inconclusive.



APPENDIX IIX

I would like to comment on certain remiarks on Otto
made by lioore in the second chapter of his Theories of Re-

ligious Experience.

(a) In discussing the numinocus feeling loore says:
There is no genuine immediacy in this case, for the numi-
nous feeling is regarded as having 'reference to an object
outside the self', The presence of an interpretation or
judgment here is obvious, and hence the 'numinous object!'
cannot be said to be immediately present, MNor can the
interpretation be said to have immediate certainty, for
a feeling, however vivid, cannot guarantee the validity
of an inference., There is no warrant for supposing a
feeling to contain an immediate knowledge of its cause, . .1

I believe that this comment is based upon & certain\
account of ordinary perception which would go somewhat as fol-
lows: When we are said to apprehend a tree, what we really
apprehend are certain visual data, On the basis of this we
can truthfully say 'There is 8 tree' but the judgment is an
interpretation of the visual data in question, Several re-
marks seem in order.

(1) Otto does not suggest this view of perception,
Therefore, what loore must be saying is that this is all Otto
could mean, since thié is the correct interpretation of per-
ceptual judgments, That is, l'oore recognizes that Otto does
make an analogy between religious judgments, e.g., 'the numen -
is present', and perceptual judgments. He then seems to argue
that since his interpretation of ordinary perceptual judgments

is correct, the religious judgments in guestion must possess

lJohn Korrison loore, Theories of Religious Experience
(New York: Round Table Press, 1938}, p. 93.
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the same features, i.e., be interpretations of, or inferences
from, numinous feelings. However, We need not accept ioore's
account of perceptual judgments, and I suggest that Otto does
not.

(ii) Though it certainly must be admitted that per-
ceptual judgments are corrigible, it is not clear in what
sense, if any, they are interpretations of sense data, or in-
ferences from them. In what sense am I making an infereﬁce,
or going beyond the data when 1 say tThere is a table here'?
Is to say this to say anything more than that they are cor-
rigible? I would be inclined to think not, though I will not
argue the point here. DBut if these remarks are correct, then
it would seem that we have no more reason to regard 'The numen
is present' as an interpretation or inference than we have for
regarding 'There is a table here' as an interpretation or in-
ference.

(iii) As far as I can see, Ctto could admit that judg-
ments as to the preséﬁce of the numen are corrigible. =~1ll he
claims is that numinous feelings disclose an object outside
the self, i.e., that numinous feelings are analogous to visual,
auditory and tactual impressions. 'hese impressions might be
said both to disclose an object apart from the self, and never=-
theless to be the foundation of corrigible judgments.

(iv) It must be admitted, however, that Ctto may think
that judgments like 'numen is present! are incorrigible in the
way that 'I seem to see a tree' is incorrigible, i.e., that

there is & self-evidence about these judgments which is only
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appropriate to introspective reports.
(b) Since numinous feelings, the schema and the relation
between them are all a priori, lioore says "we may rightly
ask; what then is a posteriori in religious experience".l

Presumably the numinous feeling is only 2 priori in a
special sense, i.e., in the sense that the capacity to exper-
jence this feeling is innate in every rational being. If
there is any other sense in whiech the feeling is a priori,
I fail to see it. Now the feeling itself is a. discernment of
the presence of the numinous object--which is somehow objiec-
tively there. Here, then, we have the a posterioril element,
j.e., that which is.given to us in numinous feelings.
(c) Voore writes, "It would seem verfectly obvious that all
of these varied apveals to the a priori contain one form or
another of the basic @ssumption of rationalism--that there is
a pre-established haruony or congruence of structure between
mind and reality."<

But it is not simply that we have certaiﬁ categories,
feelings, etc., which apply to reality only because there is
a certain pre-established harmony between mind and reality.
Nurinous feeling is itself a discernment of an objective order,
a means by which the self apprehends an object distinct from
itself. We are in no sense (éccording to Otto) excluded from

the numinous object.

1Ibid., p. 103.
2Ibid., p. 106.
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Some analogy Witih sense perception is claimed by both
Otto and Schleiermacher. *There is a God'! is supposed to be
more like 'There is a stone' than it is like 'There is a num=-
ber which is the square root of four'. For my claim that
there is a2 God is based on certain experiences and feelings
which seem to allow me to say 'God was there' in the way I
might claim 'There is a stone' because 'A stone was there?,
and claim that a stone was there vecause I saw it, Iy visual
experience can be given as é backing for my statement if it
is challenged., But I cannot support 'There is & number which
is the square root of four'! by saying 'There was & squére root
of four there'. The fact that I happened to have certain ex-
periences upon the realization that there is a number which
is the square root of four, is irrelevant to my claim that
there is such a number. I rather support my claim by reasons
drawn from matheﬁatics and logic. |

Could we draw an analogy between the sort of view which
is held by Schleiermacher and Ctto and the sort of view which
maintains that we infer the existence of physical objects from
the occurrence of sense data? '

It seems to me that Ctto's position is quite dissimilar.
wWhat we apprehend through numinous feelings is the numinous
object itself and not anythiné analogous to & sense datum.
Suppose we distinguish (in the case of sense perception) thé
act of sensing, the sense datum or object of the act of sensing,

and the physical object. If we are to make an analogy we must
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then have the act of awareness, the numinous sense datum and
the numinous object. But the following difficulties arise.
Is the numinous feeling the act of apprehension or the sense
datum? If it is the act of apprehension then its object is
clearly the numinous datum and not the numinous object, and
thus the feeling does not grasp the numinous object directly.
If it is the datum, then there must be an act of awareness
which has the numinous feeling as its object. But if so, it
is not correct to say that we apprehend the numinous object
by numinous feelings but only via an interpretation of, or

" ijnference from, these feelings, which therefore act as a
tscreen' so to speak, between the mind and its object.
either of these alternatives seems to be suggested by Ctto,

The only other possibility is that the numinous feeling
is both an act of apprehension and datum (and there is soae
suggestion of this). But if so, the datum component of numi -
nous feelings is not described nor clearly distinguished from
the awareness component. I conclude, then, that Ctto con-
strues the numinous feeling as directly apprehending the numi-
nous object without the mediation of any sort of datum,

Schl ei erm2 cher does, however, suggest that the move
from the feeling of absolute dependence to God is an inference.
So the feeling of absolute dependence might be treiated as a
datum analogous to sense data.

But whether or not we can squeeze the views of (Otto and
Schleierm2cher into the mold of a quasi sense-data position,

such a view of the relation of religious feelings to their ob-
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ject may be intrinsically interesting, and I propose to de-
velop it further,

Let us assume We possess certain visual, auditory,
tactual, etc. sense data, Now I am concerned with the move
from certain stitements dbout sense data to the stitement that
there is a physical object of such and such 2 description,
What justifies us in concluding that there is & physical ob-
ject when we are the subject of certain sorts of sensations?
There are at least two possible views.

(i) Physical objects =df., certain clusters of sense
data connected in certain charscteristic ways (e.g., resem-
blance, contiguity, etc., & la Ayer). When wWe say that our
sensations are of a physical object rather than the reverse,
we are in fact saying that certain sense data are arranged in
characteristic wa&s, predicting that certain sense data will
occur upon certain conditions, that they will occur in a cer-
tain order and so on. Let us call this 'the phenomenalist
view'.

(ii) Altematively we may define 'physical object! as
the source of our sense‘data. se are justified in inferring
the existence of & physical object as the cause of these sen-
sations when certain conditions are fulfilled. The objects
in questlon may or may not resenble the visual, tactual, etc.
sense data which arise from them, Let us c=11l this 'the causal
view'.

The religious claim is the following: On the basis 6f

certain feelings (numinous feelings, feeling of absolute de-
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pendence, etc.) we are justified in asserting tnat a certzin
kind of object {God, the numinous object) exists. ~his is
presumably like the claim that upon the basis of certain sen-
sations (visual, auditory, etc.) We are justified in assert-
ing that physical objects exist,

A. The Phenomenalist View: On this view when we say that

there is a Cod or numinous object, we are in fact saying that
our religious feelings are related in certain characteristic
ways (whatever the relations might be) and making predictions
to the efiect that other feelinss will follow upon the occur-
rence of certain conditions., ~That is, 'God' is given a aefi-
nition in use, i.e., God is regarded as a logical construction
out of certain feelings, 1wo difficulties can be raised at
this point, (a) In the first place, it may be doubted winetner
anyone has ever meant tnis by 'God'. It may be further doubted
whether the proposed definition is by any means an adequate
substitute for 'God! as ordinary worshippers use it. For it
seems plausible to maintain that anyone wno regards 'God!
simply as a name for a cluster of feelings, would cease to
have those feelings. That is, it would seem that the belief
that there is an entity over and above these feelings as their
cause, is a necessary condition for the maintenance of these
feelings.

(b) In the second nlace, a sense datum might be regarded
as a cuasi-obiect of some sort. #s such, %o translate physical
object statements in terms of sense-datur1 statements is to re-

place & sentence about one sort of object by a sentence about
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another. (I will not discuss the question as to whether
sensa are objects or only pseudo-objects.) But is there any
temptation to regard a feeling as an object--even a queer
sort of object? It would seem not, (This probably depends
upon the fact that we might be prepared to divide visual,
tactual sensations, etc., into an act of sensing and object
sensed but are not so tempted to divide feelings. We have
feelings of joy--but joy is not some object which is felt.
The feeling is a joy-feeling so to speak,) Now if feelings
cannot be regarded as quasi-objects, and if God is generally
considered»to be an independent entity of some sort, can the
analysis of a God-statement in terms of feeling statements
even appear as initially plausible? It would seem that the
analysis is plausible only if our new st;;emmt would do the
same job and this seems doubtful in view of the considerations
which were advanced above (a).

B. The Causal View: Perhaps God is supposed to be related

to religious feelings in the way in which physical objects
might be supposed to be causally related to our visual or
tactual sensations. Now with respect to the relation of sen-
sations or sense-data to physical objects, we can ask the fol-
lowing quest.ibn: Is the physical object like our sensations
(sense-data) of it? (a) We might wish to maintain that cer-
tain sensations, say those of touch, give us direct access

to the object (or the data of these sensations resemble the
object) while others (those of sight for example) are caused

by the object but do not give us direct access to the object
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(nor do their data resemble the object). But if so, we may
ask, 'Why give this privileged status to certain sensations
as opposed to others?' If the immediate object of all our
senses are sense-data and not the objects themselves, then .
how can we determine whether or not any of our sense-data
resemble the object? Since we do not know whether any sort
of sense-datum resembles its object, then there is as much
reason to say that none do as that all do., Again, what
special arguments may be brought to back the claim that one
sort of sensation affords direct access to the object (or its
datum resembles the object) which cannot equally be brought
to back the claim that some other sort of sensation affords
us such access (or resembles its object). I am not aware
that any argument has been advanced beyond the mention of
the bare fact that I 'cannot escape' from the belief that I
am in direct contact with a physical object when I am the sub-
ject of tactual sensations, But if so, themn on the theory
that we are considering we have no means of determining which
(if any) of the various sorts of sensation is to be privileged.
If so, We have two logical possibilities. (b) Perhaps all
our sensations are objective in the sense that the corre-
sponding sense-data resemble the object. Or (c) perhaps all
our sensations are subjective in the sense that none of the
corresponding sense-data resemble thei;' object. I do not
know how either (b) or (c) could be established.

Now let us suppose that God is regarded as the cause
of our religious feelings in the way that physical objects
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might be thought to be the cause of visual, tactual, etc.,
sensations. (a) Let us suppose that in a mystic experience,
‘the subject has feelings of floating, of increasing uncon-
sciousness, of separation from the body, experiences photism,
etc. (ef. Leuba) Now the mystic may (and does) regard all
these as caused by some object called 'God'. But presumably
only some of these could be regarded as giving us any direct
access to God. Is there any reason for singling out some of
these feelings as fumishing us a direct access to the object
--the feelinz of joy say, or a floating feeling?

There is perhaps one such feeling--the feeling of reve-

—lation (cf. Leuba)., This is the feeling that there is a gain

or increase in knowledge, that we see things more clearly
than before. (This is also the effect of certain drugs.)
The feeling might be compared to the feeling Wwe get when We
have solved a puzzle or see all the ramifications of a situ-
ation clearly for the first time. (The feeling of revelation
will be discussed at some length in Appendix V.)

The mystics' claim, then, would presumably be that the

whole complex of feelings is caused by God, but that one mem-

ber of this complex (the feeling of revelation) somehow gives
direct access to God. '

However, this is not like the claim that our tactual
sensations are directly cognizant of (or resemble) their ob-
ject. For in the first place, a feeling of revelation or con-
viction does not resemble God (nor is it claimed that it does).

In the second place, far from giving us direct access to God,
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jt does not even furmnish us with any information about Him,
nor does it detect anything. It would rather seem to accom-
pany the acquisition of such information or detection. But
jf this is so, the feeling is not an essential, but a contin-
gent accompaniment of the contact with God. And this is con-
trery to our assumption that the feeling in question gives us
direct access to God. (b) If the feelings are all subjective
effects of an obj ect; then we would have to discard the claim
that feelings give us direct access to deity in any other
sense than that in which a pain in my finger gives access to
a knife. But surely more than this is claimed by the mystic
or the man who has experienced numinous feelings.

(¢) It seems doubtful whether anyone would want to
maintain that all the feeling components of the religious ex-
perience are somehow objective--tell us about God. For ex-
ample the feeling of floating or the experience of photism.
Or consider the feeling of awe. This feeling is supposed to
be aroused by certain 'awful' attributes of deity. But though
the feeling is appropriate to these attributesA of deity, in
what sense can it be said to be like these attributes or to
cognize them? It would be like saying that my feeling of
pleasure upon listening to a piece of music is somehow like
the usic or that it cognizes the music., Both these inter-

pretations Seun, then, to be untenable.



APPENDIX V

Qur difficulties with the position éf Otto and Schlei-
ermacher have centered around the following point. We are
supposed to have feelings by means of which we become aware
of God or a numinous object. In order to explain the oper-
ation of these feelings, an analogy has been made with sense
perc'eption (at least in the case of Otto). We have found
reasons to object to this analogy. In The Varieties of Re-
ligious Experience, James discusses the feeling of an Unseen
Presence, i.e., the claim that a somewhat is present though
unidentifiable by any of the ordinary senses, and the feeling
of revelation or contact with God. This resembles Otto's
claim and therefore merits closer attention.

A, "The following impressions come into my mind like 2
powerful but still small voice...It seemed as if God were
praying in, with and for me..."l (my italics) Now 'seemed!
may be used in two senses. (i) To put forward a claim ten-
tatively and (ii) to make an analogy. Thus 'It seems like

:lﬁ will rein' and 'She almost seems to be a princess at times!'
jllustrate (i) and (ii) respectively.

Let us consider the sentence 'It seemed as if a person
were here'. Has a claim been put forward tentatively? 1Is it
that since I know no person was vigible my feeling is suspect

and I realize the possibility that perhaps my feeling is not

an experience of an unseen presence? Or is the person ex-

lWilliam James, The Varieties of Religious Experience
(New York: The Modem LIbrery, 1929), pP. -1h.
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pressing an analogy between perceiving unseen presences and
perceiving persons? The latter seems to be the case since
a usmal feature of these experiences is the sense of con-
viction they carry with them, i.e., the claim is not put for-
ward tentatively. If, then, we are making an analogy as we
seem to be, We must ask in what resepcts these experiences
are alike.

Imagine the following case: A man is constitutionally
incapable of experiencing tactual sensations., Touch is one
of my means of detecting things. Suppose our man tries to
grasp the concept of touch. What could we say to him, except
that it is more like vi=al and auditory sensations than it is
like anything else, and, like them, is used to detect? We
are presumably in the same boat with respect to the man who
claims to have had the unseen presence experience. I do not
think that the cases are exactly parallel. For example, tac-
tuai blindness is quite rare, while I suspect that unseen pre-
sence blindness is not., The tactually blind can detect the
same Objects by sight which others can detect by touch, while
if we are unseen presence blind, we apparently have no other
means for detecting its presence. S5till, T do suggest that
this kind of comparison is intended and it seems to me to be
intelligible. But to claim that I can understand the sentence
tThe feeling of unseen presence is like perception' in a rough
way is not to claim that I have any better jdea of it than a
tactually blind man has of touch nor is it to claim that this

feeling wWould warrant statements like 'An unseen presence 1is
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here'.

Now the peculiarity of the feeling of an unseen pre-
gence is this. It would seem that we nommally identify ob-
jects only by means of tactual, visual, olfactory, auditory
and gustatory sensations. Yet James' correspondent claims
(and this is a fair sample of such reports) that:

Suddenly I felt something come into the room...It re-
mained only a minute or two., I did not recognize it by
any ordinary sense, and yet there was a horribly un-
pleasant 'sensation' connected with it. It stirred some-
thing more at the roots of my being than any ordinary
perception. The feeling had something of the quality of
a very large tearing pain...chiefly over the chest--and
vet the feeling was not pain so much as abhorrence.
{correspondent's italics

We must notice the following features of this account.
(a) The feeling was not an ordinary perception but something
like a perception. (He thought he was identifying something. )
(b) There Were definite localized bodily azensat.ionev..2 But
this sensation is only 'connected' with the perception, It
is not the 'perception' itself, Presumably the sengation did
not do the identifying, but was a result of the identification.
That is, it is a result of the 'perceptual' experience, not
a component of it (as visual data are components of visal
experiences). (c) There is apparently no question of an in-
ference from certain sensations of abhorrence to a cause of

these sensations. The 'unseen presence' is not simply a bad

11bid., p. 59.

2With respect to this kind of sensation: "It is some-
times so definitely characterized, that I could point to its
exact position."--friend of Prof. Flourmoy. (James, The
Varieties of Religious Experience, p. 62.)
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attempt at a causal explanation. Rather, the 'perception!
or conviction is entirely unmediated--at least as far as in-
trospection can judge.

what would the feeling of a 'seen presence' be like?
Suppose I abstract from certain visual sensations, taqt.ual
sensations, etc. Is there anything over and above these
which comes into play when I am in contact with a person?
Presumably there is. I may experience emotions of love, or
resentment. The person may have occupied an important role
in my history which shapes the ways in which I will react to
him. Also there is something like a 'ready frame of mind' to
borrow a phrase of Rylé's. I am ready to respond, to speak,
to react to the person in some way. There is then something
over and above the various sensory impressions wnich seem to
be involved in personal contact. We Will call this the 'at-
titude set'. (cf. Leuba, Chapter XI of Psychology of Religious
Mysticism).

Now we must ask (a) whether there is any sense in sup-
posing that these attitudes, etc., could be present in a case
in which the sense impressions are absent and (b) whether, if
these could occur apart from sensations, they would be suf-
ficient to warrant the judgment 'I felt (identified) an unseen
presence'.

(a) I cannot see that there is any logical inconsistency
in supposing that the ready freme of mind, the various emo-
tions, etc., occur apart from the sensory impressions.

Whether they can so occur would seem to be an empirical ques-
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tion. Of course, normally the attitudes, etc., seerh to be
triggered by the identification which is performed by the
senses. But it is logically possible (i) that these could
occur without any prior identification or (i1) the identifi-
cation might be performed by some means other than the five
senses.

This brings us to (b). If these enotions, etc., are
triggered by an identification, jt is hard to see how they
could themselves constitute an jdentification, and thus war-
rant "a_n unseen presence is here'. It is of course possible
that there is some other means of jdentification than the five
senses. But this leaves us where We Were. That is, we have
distinguished sensory jdentification and the responses trig-
gered by the jdentification., But the suggestion now is that
some new 'faculty' comes into play when we detect unseen pre-
sences, It is unclear as to what this might be.

But perhaps the attitude set itself idehtifies the ob-
ject. Now in a sense this is true. The meanings called into
play, my past experience of the person, etc., do help me to
categorize the individual as, e.g., a friend, intelligent,
etc., etc. But this only means that we must distinguish two
senses of identification. (1) The detection of the presence
or existence of an x and (ii) the classification of the x so
presented. Now wWe are interested in identification in the
first sense, and it is difficult to see how this could be
performed by the attitude set.

Perhaps we can be helped in {golating this feature if
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we tum to several attempts to describe the experience under
discussion. (a) 'It was like a2 person was present only he
was not (since I could not.v see him, etc.)' Take an analogous
statement, 'They tasted like strawberries only they were not',
Here one of the idént.ifying criteria for the presence of
strawberries is fulfilled, i.e., the taste, but the others
presumably are not., But in the unseen presence case, it would
seem that none of the identifying criteria for the presence
of the person are fulfilled (if .these identifying criteria
are--as they seem to be--the presence of cért.ain sense exper-
iences).

(b) Let us try another description. 'I had experiences
like those which I would have had if a person Were present.’
This is presumably the case. But more than this is intended.
If I had these experiences I might be led to infer that there
was an immaterial person present (whatever this might mean)
but there seems to be no question of inference in the case
under discussion, The presence is 'detected' or 'perceived'
(so it is claimed) but not inferred. So in addition to the
emotions, etc., which would be felt if a person Were present,
the uné._een presence perceiver also has another state of some
sort, though it is by no means clear as to what th_is per-
ceiving state might be.

(¢c) Perhaps it is like 'hearing music in the mind'
ear'. The difficulty with this is that one is not inclined
to think that there actually is any music being performed in

this case. One makes no existence claim of the basis of such
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an experience beyond the claim that one has had sauch an ex-
perience.

It is true, too, that I may think someone is present
when no one is. I may have been talking to someone while
making a cocktail, In the meantime he leaves. Ny attitude
set, I suppose, remains the same. Yet no one is present. But
this is not sufficiently like our unseen presence case. In
the case at hand I have made a simple mistake and will admit
that I have done so when I turn around. The unseen presence
perceiver, however, has not simply made a mistake. This be-
comes obvious wheh we ask, what would convince him that a mis-
take has been made. Not the failure to experience certain
sen sory impressiqns, for he recognizes that these are absent.
what sense, then, doe-s 'He mistakenly perceived an unseen
presence' make? It would seem that we could understand this
sentence only if we can understand 'He (veridically) perceived
an unseen presence'. And this is our probl em,

| But perhaps some of the identifying signs Were present.
Perhaps there was a sound like foot steps (say the floor
creaked), while the perceiver, busy about other things, failed
to notice the creak consciously. Yet normally the sound of
foot steps is a sign of the presence of a person. (I do not
mean to imply any gulf between sign and that of which it is a
sign.) But the foot step-like sound has been registered mb;
1iminally. The result is that our man thinks that a person is
present. A few comments seem in order. (1) Is it plausible

that in all cases in which a person claims that an unseen pre-
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gence has been expeﬁenced, signs of this sort have been

regi stered at‘zbliminally? It is of course possible. (ii) It
would seem that when our person turms around, he will con-
clude that é mi stake has been made, i.e., he will not continue
to maintain the existence of a presence if other sensations
(visual, etc.) do not follow. Yet this is not true of the
person who claims to have experienced an unseen presence. I
suppose it is possible that the subliminal perception may
thang over! even When the person tums around, and that thus
though some of his expectations are disappointed, he wil con-
tinue to feel that someone or something is present. But I
_see no reason to accept this hypothesis until we have some
evidence for it. I am not aware that any such evidence

exi st Sol

11 euba maintains (Psychology of Religious Mysticiem)
that the sense of presence way Be produced ander experimental
conditions. Subjects are seated in a dark room and blind-
folded. Other persons come in from time to time and stand
behind them. Sometimes the subjects heard a2 noise and in-
ferred that someone was present. This was not, however, con-
fused with the sense of presence. Leuba makes these comments.
(i) The subjects desired and expected the presence, but their
efforts were unable to produce it, It only came when they
relaxed., (ii) The subjects agreed that the experience did
not include an image. (iii) The inferences left the subject
jndifferent while the sense of presence created intense emo-
tion. Furthermore, the subjects' assurance was greater in
the latter case. ' '

These comments seem in order. (a) The subjects were
expecting a sense of presence. This does not seem to be the
case in the experiences which James records, i.e., the sub-’
jects in Leuba's experiment knew the sort of experience they
were supposed to have. (b) Leuba states that about half had
the feeling of presence. We must ask why the other half did
not. Exactly what was involved in the one case which was ab-
sent in the other? {c) In the case of the experiences which
James records, the attitude set seems to come into play with
no preceding sensory detection. Leuba claims that this is
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Qir general difficulty is this: If we think there is
something to detect, then (perhaps) there is no jllusion in
the cases in question, while if we have independent grounds
' for thinking that there is nothing to detect, the feelings
must be considered to be illusions and an account devised to
explain them. But can we even understand 'There is nothing
there to detect'? Presumably the only way to establish *'There
j s something there to detect' is to detect the x by means of
the feeling of unseen presence. Now to sy 'There is nothing
there to detect' presupposed that we knew the grounds which
would estabiish the former statement, i.e. ,. to understand one
statement we must understand the other. But this we are un-
able to do.

B. Let us now tum from considerations of the feeling of
un seen presence to the examination of the claims of the mystic
to the effect that he has contact with God in his experiences.

One signifi cant _feature is that these experiences "are

the case with respect to the subjects of his experiment. But
(1) the subjects knew that persons would enter the room and
stand behind their chairs, This is a factor peculiar to the
experiment and (11) though no conscious inference was made,
it would seem possible that impressions Were registered sub-
liminally which induced the judgment or conviction that a

person was present, Would the persons in Leuba's ex eriment

ontinue to have had The Teelin of presence 1f they had
tumed around and found no one %hereg. This is the case in
the experlences which James records.

Leuba concludes that the sense of presence roughly
equals the attitude set, and thinks this may be set off by
other means than the detection of a presence. I think that
the latter is true, but I do not understand how the attitude
set could lead to the conviction of presence in the absence
of the standard conditions (visual experiences, etc.) for the
presence of a person.



243

proved real to their possessors because they remain with
him when brought closest into contact with the objective
realities of 1life. Dreams cannot stand this test."l (J.

Trevor, My Quest for God) These experiences, Trevor goes on

to say, are the most real in his life.

The claim is not simply that we cannot doubt the ex-
perience. This is obvious. (I.e., I cannot doubt that I
have had such an experience.) The claim is rather thét the
interpretation which is put upon it--that it isa revelation
--cannot be doubted. That is, there is supposed to have been
some sort of 'intellectual illuminationt!., What does this in-
volve?

Tt is not simply the case that we entertain certain
propositions, though this is sanetimeé the case. (James
speaks of certain persons who have had anesthetic revelation
which they claim is an insight into the pro'pOSition that every-
thing is one.)2 It is rather, that if propositions are en-
tertained, We somehow see them in a new light or recognize
their force. I believe that this makes sense. e may enter-
tain certain propositions, then suddenly be overcome with a
sense of their importance and significance which was absent
before. I may, for example, believe that love is beautiful
without having experienced it. I then experience it and ex-
claim, 'Now I know what it really means to say that love is

beautiful'. I may have believed the proposition both before

ljames, The Varieties of Religious Experience, P. 388.
21bid., p. 379.
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and after the experience., 1 may not (conceivably) be able
to say anything about love now which I could not say before
the experience. Yet I do have the sense that I now know
what the proposition means in a much more adequate fashion,

What is involved here? I do not quite know except
that what waé previously known simply by description is now
known by direct acquaintance. It is true that I may now be
in a position to utter true propositions which I was unable
to make before (e.g., 'I am in love with Mary') but I do not
see why this would necessarily be the case, nor why these new
propositions would be directly relevant to the characterization
of love in general.

Take another case, 'Life is but a walking shadow'.
This may suddenly come home to me, 80 to speak, I am not
clear, however, that I would now be in a better position to
verbalize certain feelings or attitudes towards life, or that
1 can now make true propositions which I could not béfore--
except those describing the occasion on which the proposition
first came home to me.

Yet there does seem to be a sense in which I now ap-

prehend something which I missed before. Perhaps this is just

an impression of the importance of a statement which I thought
true on other grounds. But what is involved in calling a
proposition important? Presumably (among other things) I
must take it into account if I want to live well. Or perhaps
I am now convinced of the truth of a statement which I held

before with some degree of doubt.
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But, granting all this, we must notice that such feel-
ings do not tend to establish the truth or falsity of the
propositions under consideration--they are not a warrant for
such propositions, i.e., if what is involved is simply a sud-
den conviction or feeling of importance, it is hard to see
how such a conviction or feeling of importance could affect
the truth value of the propogitions in questiom.

But apparently there may sometimes be no proposition
which we can recall after the mystical experience. We simply
bring back the sense of revelation and say that the experience
was ineffable. What would a sense of revelation be like?

It would seem that the closest analogy night be with
the sudden insight which may break in upon one after repeated
attempts to solve a problem, There is a feeling of relief,
satisfaction, etc. Now suppose the mystic to have been
bothered by prpbl ems of a religious nature. It would seem
possible, at least, that the feelings of relief, satisfaction,
etc., could be exper:l.ielced in the mystic experience in such
a manner as to guiet the uneasiness, tenseness or whatever
accompanies the unmcéessful a:ttetnpt to solve the problem,
though no solution has been offered.

Since this is possible, if the mystic is unable to
give us the solution, then it Would seem that the burden is
up to him to prove that the solution has been vouchsafed.

There is another possibility which I want only to sug-
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gest (though not too seriously). Jastrow's picturel may be
seen as either a duck or as a rabbit, Now though I may shift
betWween seeing it as a duck and seeing it as a rabbit, no
new element is presented to my senses. 'he picture, i.e.,
the lines on the paper, has not altered. There is rather a
shift in perspective or interpretation. Now perhaps auch a
shift of perspective is possible in the body of propositions
which I entertain about the world., If so, the mystic exper-
jence could involve simply such a shift, with no new proposi-
tions being suggested. This would account for (a) the fact
that the mystic is unable to say what revelation has been
vouchsafed to him (there has been no new proposition), (b)
the feeling that something new has been experienced (the shift)
and (c) the sense that his experience was somehow cognitive
in nature. (Just as the shift from duck ﬁo rabbit is vimal

in nature.)

l.f. Ludwig Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investi ations
(New York: The MacMillan Company, 19537, p. 19%e.




APPENDIX VI

There is another view which bears some resemblance
to that presented in Part III. Though attractive, I believe
it to be mistaken. I shall call this view (borrowing the
term from Hare,l though changing its sense) ‘the blik view?',

Fundamentally the view maintains that we are in a
position to understand and test religious statements if and
only if there is a shift in our way of viewing phenomena.
(References to Jastrow's duck-rabbit picture may be made at
this point.)

Perhaps We can explain the notion of a blik in the
following way, Let us consider the example which Wisdom of-
.fers us in "Gods".2 We come across some flowers in the forest.
I suggest that a gardener has been there. My friend denies
this. No tests which we invent to test 'A gardener has been
at work here' yield positive results. Suppose, however, that
I continue to claim that it isa garden and my friend con-
tinues to deny it. Am I simply being irrational? Perhaps
I am, but perhaps I am not seeing the situation as hé_ is
seeing it. A primary difference may be that I see the flowers
as arrenged or planned, while to my friend they appe2r to be
distributed at random. It is not that I :see' any color or

- 1R, M. Hare, "Theology and Falsification," New Essays
in Philosophical Theology, ed. Antony Flew and Alasdair Mac-
]nt—'TN—ET'HEyre e York: e MacMillan Company, 1955), pp. 99-102.

2John Wisdom, "Gods," Logic and Language, First Series,
ed. Antony Flew (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1955), pp. 192-93.
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shape which my friend fajls to see. It is that I take it
as planned, while my friend does not. And whatever is in-
volved in taking something as planned, more seems to be in-
volved than simply a belief that there was a planner (a gar-
dener in this case). The difference betWween us does not lie
in what we see and it is more than a difference in the ex-
planations we offer of what we see. It is a difference in
the way in which we take what we see.

’} suggest that a religious blikvis something of this
sorb--iﬁ is a way of taking the world as planned, 2s purpose-
ful.

This suggestion might explain the difficulty which
1j_es at the basis of the dlspute between the atheist and the
theist. One says that there is a GCod and the other denies it.
The explanation is that one has the religious blik and the
other does not have it. The only way the theist can win his
argument is to get the atheist to change his blik. That this
can be done is shown by the effect of powerful preééhing. I
may point out certain facts in the world, say the beauty and
order of nature. Or say that the atheist has been brought
up in a Calvinistic household. . I may paint his childhood in
such vivid colors that all his old fears retum and with them
the accompanyihg religious pictures. I may tnus get him to
change his blik--certain of my statements will have caused
him to do so--and he now says on ‘the basis of that blik 'There
isa God'. But in so far as the blik is itself a way of seeing

and not a statement, it cannot be proved.
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But it is objected that we are not trying to prove
ways of seeing but statements, viz. 'There is a God', Well
and good, but on the vieWw under consideration it would seem
to be the case that no one would make the statement without
such a blik, That, therefore, the only way to convince an
opponent is to change that blik. At the same time the blik
view considers 'There is a God' to be 2 cognitive, not an
emotive, utterance. If this is the case, it would seem that
the statement is subject to proof and refutation, However,
the view is set up in such a way that the only wajr of ob- |
taining evidence for the proposition ié to have the blike-=-
and this brings us back to a consideration of the blik as a
way of seeing.

The main difficulty with this proposal is that it is
unclear as to» exactly what a blik might De. Perhaps a blik
is a pfedi sposition to find something sacred. Now this pre-
disposition may or may not be realized. Suppose it is real-
jzede If it is realized it would seem toO involve no more than
the attitude of worship with the appropriate evaluation and
jts expression in 'x is holy'. ‘This I have regarded as fun-
damental. The second altemative is that the predisposition
remains unrealized. There may be such a predisposition, I
suppose, and it may cause a man who possesses it to be ready
to accept something lil/ce our model, or rather it would pave
the way to such an acceptance. But though the feelings and
the predisposition towards them are thus psychologically fun-

damental, they are not logically fundamental., Yet the view
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under consideration seems to give the blik some logically
 fundamental role, But it can only be the assertions to which
it leads which can thus be fundamental, i.e., only gtatements
can be logically fundamental, and a predisposition is not a
statement, |

This last argument can be brough; to bear against any
interpretation of a blik where the blik is not construed as
a statement. (And to construe it as a statemenl seems hope-
1 essly far-fetched, or at least an abandonment of the posi-
tion.) But even apart from this general argument the blik
view presents us with other difficulties.

Let us return to the claim that a blik is a way of
seeing, of looking at things in a new persbective. The dif-
ficulty here is that it is unclear just what is being tseen’',
Presumably a sacred quality of certain events, and thus 'sa-
credness' or 'holiness'. But this suggests that sacredness
and holiness are qualities which may be seen in the way in
which, e.g., red may be seen. This is very close to the notion
which we find in Otto to the effect that feelings of holiness
are somehow cognitive, enable us to grasp a novel property or
object. We have discarded this suggestion because of the dif-
ficulties which it presents. If I am correct, ‘holy! no more
stands for a property than does tgood! but 1s rather a term .
which is used to commend, and to express certain appropriate
feelings. '

It may be argued, however, that though the feeling of

holiness, or blik, does not put us in contact with a novel
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property directly, i.e., is not cognitive as seeing is cog-
nitive, it neverthel ess causes us to look at phenomena in a
new way, to make the sort of shift jnvolved in Jastrow's pic-
ture, sSeen now as a duck, now as a rabbit, The objector may
add that I am confusing seeing with a way of seeing (the blik).
The blik as a manner of seeing is not itself seeing and there-
fore does not claim to be cognitive. this may be true but it
should be pointed out that more is going on than a simple
shift of perspective. In the case of the duck-rabbit picture,
we are after all 1ook1ng at the same thing no matter how we
take it. If I see it now as a duck after seeing it as a rab-
bit, I p<_>sit. no new aut.ity. 7he core of the theist position
is, however, that such a new entity, God, is posited. If
there is a shift, the shift is taken as justifying the claim
that there is such an entity. It seems to me that at this
point We can no longer place too much reliance on the analogy
between the blik and Jastrow's phenomenon.

Having noted this difference, We must agk the adherent
of the blik thedry to specify more precisely what is involyed
in the religious point of view, At this stage I am inclined
to suspect that when the hrotagonist of this view is asked to
specify in detail the features of this way of seeing, he will
advance something like our model (though perhaps not the one
I' have offered), i.e.,- an analysis of religious predicates and
modes of verification. If anyone wishes to call this a way of
seeing, I have no objection, but there is not much resemblance

1 eft to the phenomenon of the duck-rabbit picture.
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In short, I wish to distinguish my view as clearly as
possible from the one just discussed, since I believe that
we can reconstruct the religious language-verifi cation situ-
ation without placing any reliance on intuitions, the cog-
nitive nature of feelings, etc., etc. The notion of a way
of seeing can, I think, be profitably replaced by that of
taking something as an authority on the basis of our feeling

reaction to it.
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