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ABSTRACT OF THESIS

The problem which is concentrated upon is the breakdown of
argument in religious and metaphysical contexts where the extent of
disagreement appears so great that the possibility of change of opinion
seems ruled out. Nevertheless, people do change their minds and views
on what is claimed to be a rational basis. What is the use of
rationality in religious, moral, and metaphysical argument?

This question is answered by examination of two accounts of the
nature of rationality and the propounding of an alternative approach to
the use of rationality in argument, W, Bartley III is a recent writer
on the subject of rationality in the field of morals and metaphysics,
who belongs to a notable school of philosophy. T.f. Torrance is a
parallel theological writer, concerned with rationality in theology in
relation to modern scientific theory. The views of rationality of both
men are presented within the context of their whole position and
emphasis. A oriticism is presented which rests on three grounds.
Firstly, that both fail to take sufficient account of the limits of
rationality and some central concepts integral to rational argument.
Secondly, that their own views are faulty because of internal difficulties
and are inadequate to the complexity of the subject of rationality.
Finally, that one unfortunate consequence of both positions is the
impossibility of criticism by the removal of ground for the oritic to
stand on. These writers instruet both positively and negatively in
terms of the concepts and emphases raised in relation to rationality
and what is omitted, how and why they err, and the unacceptable result.

The/



The alternative suggested has two parts, A basic distinction
between two senses of "rationality" is made, argued for, and related to
synonyms and antonyms of "rationality". This distinction is then
related to the various limitations which are necessary for appreciation
of the nature of rationality in the actual practice of argument.

These limits are the natural, situational, social, and psychological,
Together the distinction and its relation to the limits of rationality
form an account of the use of rationality in argument which deals with
the limits of rationality and clarifies related central concepts, is
internally valid and adequate to the complexity of rationality in actual
argument situations, as well as showing not only that oriticism is
possible but also what the form of such criticism ought to be.

The thesis, therefore, seeks to present a method of approach in
religious and metaphysical dispute, as well as in all argument, based
on the role that rationality has in such disputes. Both what that role
is and its practical outworking in the actual situation of disagreement

are shown.



CHAPTER ONE = INTRODUCTION

l., Foreword
The introduction to the thesis consists of two parts. The first

will be a description of the actual genesis and development of the ideas
and arguments contained in the thesis. The second will be a summary of
the thesis and the argument of the thesis describing the problem of
rationality in relation to religious and metaphysical argument and the
contribution to the concept of raticnality of W. Bartley III and T.F.
Torrance, offering a eriticism of their work, and then seeking to of'fer
a solution to the particular problem raised by their accounts. This
will be presented in the context of an examination of the limits of
rationality.

The idea for the thesis began with an interest in the nature of
presuppositions. In philosophy of religion and morals and metaphysics
it was very evident that there was great disagreement as to theories,
facts and methodologies. The extent of the disagreement seemed so
great as to allow no suceessful communication of one viewpoint to
another and extreme difficulty as far as change of views was concerned.
Yet it remained irue that there were such changes from belief to
unbelief and viee versa, from agnosticism to Christianity, from
socialism to conservatism, from moral anarchy to fascism. How was
this possible? It seemed first necessary to examine what was entailed
in having a view, in holding a particular viewpoint. Thus attention
was focused on Collingwood and Hare and the literature around these men
and their views. We looked at presupposition and presuppositions with

view/

=



view to clarifiying what was necessary for a person to come to change

his mind or views. It soon became evident that this field was too
general and diverse, and in seeking to narrow its scope it became clear
that certain presuppositions were more important than others. Those of
ontology and rationality were the most obvious. The latter was the
choice for concentration. It was so for without a clear idea of what

the nature of the man who holds a particular ontology is, that same
ontology falls by the wayside. Our attention therefore centred on what
rationality was. This meant isolating particular views of rationality
especially with reference to the history of rationalism as a philosophical
doctrine, There was at the same time a desire to relate this in some
practical way to the philosophy of religion and in particular to the area
of apologetics. Given that rationality was of a particular nature could
a case be made to show that religion was on exactly the same footing in
fundamentals as morals and metaphysies? If so this would mean that
relicion could not be dismissed ab initio as meaningless nonsense but
rather be subject to the same care and detailed examination as is afforded
to moral theories and metaphysical views.

The search then began for material on the nature of rationality
which was closely related to particular moral, metaphysical and/or
religious views. W. Bartley ILI was an example of a recent writer in
the area of morals and metaphysics who propounded a detailed view of
rationality which is & somewhat rare phenomenon., He also is readily
identifiable with a mainstream line of philosophical thinking based on
the work and influence of Karl Popper. He therefore became the first
subject of analysis. In light of his work and some of the emphasis on

eriticism he makes, Bartley's position was a useful foil to that of T.F.

Torrance./




Torrance. Torrance affords an example of a recent theologian who puts
this concern in a way that claims a close relation to modern scientifie
thought and research. Torrance off'ered an alternative view to Bartley
yet dealt with many of the same sorts of topics as Bartley giving unity
to any critique of both men presented in one work. Having therefore
decided on the particular choice of material for eriticism, I concentrated
on what these men had to say on the nature of rationality and presented
my ocritique in the following way. First of all, each man's view was
outlined by quotation and reference to that person's own work and
enphasis, I then sought to offer a critical analysis of their views

with particular reference to rationality and the themes which they had
stressed as important or which their accounts had dismissed too 1ight1y.1
Then some of these criticisms were looked at in relation to modern writers
and their criticisms. Then I offered some areas of concern which were
important to tie together in any account of the nature and scope of
rationality.

Having criticised two authors and become familiar with the modern
state of the debate vis a vis rationality it behoved me to offer some
account of my own based both on the work of the chosen authors and in
light of the criticism nada.2 For this purpose I therefore outlined a
basic distinction which was essential for any account of rationality
and for any argument, discussion, or communication, First of all

argument for the basic distinction was presented and then it was shown

that/
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that this distinction dealt with the many different levels and terms
which are closely related to rationality in modern thought and
disouasion.j This was the central novelty of the thesis the
presentation of a detailed analysis of a basic distinction in the
nature of rationality which is a sine gua non of any discussion or
eriticism of any view. Having argued for the distinction it was then
related to certain limitations which are necessary for a clearer
understanding of the nature of ra.tionality.h

What is not attempted is the application of this distinetion to
one particular area of religion or morals or metaphysics. This is not
because this is not the ultimate intention, but rather that it was more
important to show the need for the distinction, to argue for the
distinction, and to show how it related to what others have said in
expressing the limits of rationality in practice. It is the eventual
hope to go on to the next step and show how when this distinction is
applied and the point it makes in relation to the limits of rationality
to a particular problem in religion, morals and metaphysics, that
discussion becomes clearer and we are not left with the feeling of
aporia which characterises so much of modern philosophical and religious
controversy. Until such time the distinction must stand on its own
merits as necessary and important in relation to the writing on

limitations in connection with rationality.

1t/
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It is my contention that what this distinction in effect shows is
that when we are confronted with a problem in morals and metaphysics this
is in essence no different to any problem in religion and the same method
of approach for clarification, criticism, and justification with a view
to proof or disproof is used. [Ieligion is thus no better or worse in
intellectual status than morals or metaphysics.

My thanks are due to Professor Hepburn, Principal McIntyre and
Prof'essor Torrance. 1o Prof'essor Hepburn for supervision and instruction
in philosophical technigque and approach. To Principal MoIntyre for
supervision and imstruction in religious techniques and emphases, and to
Professor Torrance who gave access to a great deal of material and spent
a great deal of time in discussion and argument in an attempt to clarify
his view. While it is true that without such supervision and help the
thesis would neither be a thesis nor a piece of fairly sustained thought
and argument, it must be acknowledged that the weaknesses and faults
result from personal oversight or an unwillingness to be corrected

believing that the point was important and had some sort of merit.

n



2. Outline of Argument

I have outlined the actual genesis and development of the thesis
in general terms, but now turn to a description of the actual thesis in
summary form, giving more details of how I set about thinking through
the materiel from the choice of authors and the critique of this, and then
the presentation of the development of my own view.

The starting point is the breakdown of argument and discussion
between two people or views which are held in complete opposition to
each other, It is evident that people do have different views about
all or many of the issues which are accounted important in life =~
politica; religion, morality. Unfortunately the degree and scope of
disegreement seems in practice to lead to the situation where argument
is either beating one's head against an apparent brick wall of ignorance
or unwillingness to sce sense or the battering over the head of an
unwilling and insensible protagonist with what one considers an impressive
array of arguments and proofs. One tends rather to lose both the
argument and the person in such argument, yet it remains true that people
do change their minds, opinions and beliefs, though this does not prima
facie result from argument, discussion, or oritieisms It is my sugqestion
that this breaclkdown may in part at least result from a faulty analysis
of the concept of rationality as it relates to 2 capacity which human
beings have which separates them from the apes or the amoeba, and I shall
attempt to show examples of this faulty analysis as it is found in the
works of two authors in relation to rationality, and then seek to rectify
this fault by of'fering an alternative way of approaching the concept of
rationality and oclarifying its content by looking at some of the
limitations which are part and parcel of its nature,

Initially/



Initially two examples of the sort of disagreement in mind will
be offered. Much of modern philosophy both in ethiecs and philosophy
of religion leaves the reader with the distinet impression that the

3 Both sides accuse

writers are at cross purposes with each other,
the other of failing to grasp what is essential, important, and
relevant, and of applying false categories or of overlooking obvious
facts which ocast new and illuminating understanding on the #ssue at
hand.

The first example is from modern ethics and in particular the
debate between what may be called the Foot=Anscombe school and the
Hare-Phillips view.s Foot writing of Hare's "Language of Morals"
says that, "A man is desoribed as having imported a cactus, the first
cactus, into his own country, and it is implied that he can decide which
of the plants he shall count as good cacti, laying down criteria in
respect of such things as size and shape. There is no suggestion of
any limits to the criteria which can be the criteria of goodness in
cacti, and Hare obviously thinks that this is quite an ordinary case of
the use of the word 'good's I shall argue that on the contrary, it is
hard to find any genuine example of this kind, so that if Hare's account
of the 'good' in 'good man' were correct then this use of the work would
seem to be different from all other cases in which we speak of a good

such and such. My thesis is not, of course, that criteria for the

goodness/

5+ G. Warnock, The Object of Horality p.viii. Beardsmore,
Moral Reasoning especia the chapter, "Common Assumptions".

6. W. Hudson (ede), Ls and Ought, especielly the following articless-
P. Foot's "Moral Beliefs", "Goodness and Choice", Anscombe's
"Modern Moral Fhilosophy", R. Hare's "Universalizability", D. Phillips
and H, Mounce's "On Morality's Having a Point". Also R. Hare,
Language of Yorals, and Freedom and Reason
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goodness of each and every kind of thing are determined in the same way
as they are determined for such things as knives, but rather that they
7

are always determined, and not a matter for decision", Here Foot
expresses the measure of disagreement and almost disbelief that any
thinking person could offer such an irrelevant and simplistic account
of the nature of moral judgement, but the other side feels equally
strongly. Phillips in conjunction with Mounce when discussing Foot's
type of view states, "For them, moral views are founded on facts, the
facts concerning human good and harme. We shall argue, on the other hand,
that moral viewpoints determine what is and what is not to count as a
relevant fact in reaching a moral decision. This philosophical
disagreement has important consequences, for if we velieve that moral
values can be justified by appeal to the facts, it is hard to see how one
man can reject another man's reasons for his moral belief's, since these
reasons too, presumably, refer to the faects. If, on the other hand,
we hold that the notion of factual relevance is parasitic on moral
beliefs, it is clear that deadlock in ethies will be a common occurrence,
simply because of what some philosophers have unwisely regarded as
contingent reasons, namely, the different moral views people hold".8

The second example of this basic disagreement which denies that

the o-ponent has either understood the problem or has any hope of solving

the real difficulty on their own account =~ in other words which denies
that/

7+« P. Foot, "Goodmess and Choice" p.p.215-6, W. Hudson (ed.),
Is and Ought. R. Hare, Language of Morals, pepe96=7.

8. Phillips and Mounce, "On Morality's Having a Point", p.235,

We Hudson (ed.) Ls and Ought.



that the opponent has any genuine ground to stand on or evidence to

’ In

bolster his view = comes from a recent work of Iris Murdoch.
"The Sovereignty of Good" she attempts to retrace moral philosophy on

the grounds that there is something very seriously wrong with modern

moral philosophy. "Her complaint is twofold., We have overlooked
certain moral facts, i.e. '"that an unexamined life can be virtuous

and the faot that love is a central concept in morals' (p.p.1-2), and

we have allowed a particular philosophy of mind, typif'ied by Stuart
Haapshire,lo to condition our moral philosophy. Murdoch's task is to
allow room for love and the virtuous peasant by casing doubt on the
modern image of the moral man as a 'behaviourist, existentialist, and
utilitarian' (p8)."11 Here again we have the extreme degree of
difference as to what constitutes the facts of the situation and with

this the accusation that the other has overlooked what is essential for
describing the true situation. VWhen people disagree over the nature of
the problem, the facts involved, the way to solve it, and the sort of
solution which is desirable, their discussion is really a lack of
discussion and genuine communication and there is and can be no hope of
changing the other person's mind until and unless he adopts the different
presuppositions which will enable him to see the problem as the other sees
it, to appreciate the point and nature of the solution offered and thus

to associate himself in assisting this to come about. Yet can this change
come through argument and discussion alone? It is my contention that

the problem in this sort of situation of disagreement is exacerbated by

9. I. Murdoch, The Sovereisnty of Good,

10. S. Hampshire, Thought and Agtion, especially Chapter Two and his
Ernest Jones lLecture, "Disposition and Memory"

1l, Review of L. Murdoch, The Sovereignty of Good, Scottish Journal
of Theology Vol. 25 No.l 1972.
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by a faulty account of the nature of rationality and if the nature of
rationality in relation to argument, disoussion and oriticism can be
eclarified, the ground Will be dearer for real argument and discussion
to take place in which there is both genuine communication and hope

of persuading the other person to change his view and to accept what
before he did not.

This is an atteapt to understand rationality as it relates to
argument between differing viewpoints and presuppositions, There
seems to be little foreeful or successful argument in morals, metaphysics,
and religion, because each accuses the other of a kind of irrationalism,
which fails to see what is erucial and stresses what is irrelevant or
even nonsensical, This leaves the critic no ground to stand on, no
basis for argument, and with the situation where he can say nothing
because according to his opponent he does not appreciate the first or
the last thing about his view of what the situation really is. The
need then is for two things, Firstly an account of rationality which
allows the critic scme hope of being able to offer criticism and some
room to hold a diff'erent and opposing view with  ntegrity and the
possibility of presenting his case in such a way not only that he is
listened to but that he may persuade the other to change his ménd and
adopt a different view. The second need is for an account of rationality
which is in itself adequate to the complexily of actual argument and
discussion, A fuller account of rationality is sought not only as a
means to assisting criticism and discussion, but also for itself, so
that we may better understand what we mean when we use words such as

"rational", "irrational", "reasons", and "reasonable".

The/



The complaint against W. Bartley III is twofold. It is that
his account of rationality is in itself faulty and fails to do justice
to important features of the nature of rationality, and that he leaves
no room for the oritic to oppose his view with any hope of success.
There is a great deal wrong with Bartley's own view of rationailty and
it leads to an unacceptzble conclusion in which the critic has no means
of offering an alternative to Bartley's ideas. Bartley begins his
thesis from the problem of the impossibility of rationality because it
is limited by the choosing of ultimate views. This choice it is argued
by others is an arbitrary one and Bartley sets out to show how the
falsity of this account has arisen by an historical analysis of the
main views of rationality and in particular the "tu quoque®” argument
which, he claims, leads to ultimate relativism. Bartley asks two
questions. What are the limits of rationality in the choice of the
rationalist way of life over and against all others? How is it
possible to be a consistent liberal rationalist? He analyses
Comprehensive and Critical Rationalism and claims to discover a ‘common
siructure to f'a.ilure“whioh links justification daleriticism, His
solution is Comprehensively Critical Rationalism which eliminates
Justification and replaces it by criticism. The value of the approach
as he seces it is that it removes the threat to rationalism by allowing
the rationalist to be rational about his rationalism and removing
from the irrationalist the rational excuse for his irrationalism. It
also off'ers mew opportunities for understanding by enabling the posing
of more intelligent questions in a new spirit of tolerance which arises
from understanding the nature of criticism. The main problems which

become/



become evident in Bartley's account are that he omits certain crucial
limits in his account, that his own account is inadequate and faulty
as it stands, end that he leaves the critic no ground to stand on for
eriticism. His view leads to the situation where everything counts
for it and nothing against it, and the danger with such open-mindedness
is that it is really empty-mindedness.

T.F. Torrance offers an account of rationality but would
strenuously deny that his theology depends on this view, Nevertheless
his presentation seems to suggest just that situation. At the very
least thought it will be admitted that he presents a view of rationality
which is a departure from the main-stream of thought and writing on
the subject today, though Torrance would argue that its roots lie firmly
in past philosophical views as well as in modern scientific theory and
practices, It is not my brief to argue these points but rather to
examine his view of rationality as it is presented and to test its
adequacy. The complaint against Torrance is exactly the same as that
against Bartley. His own account is faulty in two ways. He omits
many things which are crucial for an adequate account of rationality,
and his own account is nol internally valid, He does not make out
his own case. But there is the corollary to this that his view leads
to an @facceptable conclusion that the critic has no graund to stand on.
A beginning is made by examining Torrance's stress on the necessity to
distinguish clearly between the objective and the subjective. Torrance
suggests that there has arisen a cleavage between theclogy and experience
and the only cure flor this is for theology to develop its own meta-
science to express faith in today's terms, This entails a more

adequate/



adequate conception ol science, allewing theology to have its proper
place as a science with its own distinctive subject-matter, a more
adequate sense of connection which is sufficlent to the richness and
variety of reality, and finally a more adequ:te understanding of
conceptuality which concentrates on the changing, developing, and
stretching of language in the creation of new forms of expression
adequate to the subject-matter of theclogy. TFor Torrance
rationality is the core of objectivity in the sense that it is the
capacity to be true to the nature of the objects We =re rational
then when we behave in a menner which is appropriate to what is not
us, thus referring properly to reality. “Yhet we know is to preseribe
for us the mode of rationality we are to adopt towards it,

The criticism of Torrance rests on his failure to include
crucially relevant features of rationality perticularly related to
the limits of rationmelitiy. It is suggested that his own account is
faulty and specific details of the nature and extent of this faultiness
are included in the text, and finelly it is argued that he leaves the
critic no ground to stand on. If you attempt to criticise Torrance's
view you are gullty of feiling to appreciste the true nature of the
Object with which he is dealing, and in the place of that, you are
guilty of subjectivism. The position of disagreement reduces to
this:= instead of suggesting that religion is placed at a disadvantage
becsuse of the failure to develop new methods appropriate to the
uniqueness of theolegy, it is suggested that what is required is not
a different method, but the same one used with the same care and

rigour which is applied when it is used towards other fields and areas.
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In other words, on my account, religion is no better and no worse
than morals and metaphysics, whereas Torrance seems to be suggesting
not only that theology is different but that it is in some way better
because its subject-matter allows of no error if approached correctly.

It would be churlish and untrue to suggest that both writers are
totally wrong~headed and have nothing worthwhile to say. The reason
for the choice of these men is just thet they do have a great deal to
say and a good deal o, truth in their accounts. They raise central
issues and while I cannot always agree with their analysis, it is to
their oredit that they draw attention to much that is important and
central in the understanding of rationality. The areas of agreecment
with their work will be evident when I present my own account,.

To deal with the undesirable result of Bartley and Torrance's
theories, that of leaving no room for the critic, it is necessary to
examine the whole view of the writer as regards rationality to see why
there was no scope left for the critic to attack their views with any
hope of success. Therefore, the writer's material is presented as he

expresses it with his emphases rather than my owne It is never the

writer's apparent intention to leave no room for the critic, so it would

be unfair to criticise solely on that basis, therefore to deal adequately

with the views a more bhasic critique is offered to show the weakness of
the view as a whole in relation to rationality. This means that fault
is found with both the systematic view which does not leave scope for
genuine criticism and with the detail of the view which leads to such

unacceptable conclusiona, Yet it is still true that I am able to

draw from their accounts certain important features of rationality which

are essential for genuine argument and discussion.

Having/
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Haeving criticised others both in their account of rationality
and in the result of obviating criticism, an approach to rationality
which is in itself more adequate and also leaves room for criticism
needs to be delineateda An acccunt of rationality is needed which
makes argument possible and potentielly successfule To do this I
first of all argue for a basic distinction of two semses of rationality.
The claim 1s that this distinction is necessary for discussion to be
able to be conducted and that it removes the difficulties of Bartley
and Torrance's account, This distinction is made and argued for, then,
it is seen how it alsc applies to irrationality. The distinction is
then related to other notions which are part and parcel of rationality
and in particular to porsons and beliefs and opinions, then to reason
and reasons, deasling with explanation and action in terms of willing,
and finally intelligibility. It is shown that the basic distinction
applies and is relevant in each of these areas. It is thean shown
how this distinction opens the way to argument and discussion when it
is linked with the description of cortain limits of ratiomality, the
natural, situational, social, and psychological. The basic distinction
provides, as it were, the bare bones of the approach to rationality
wnlle the examination of the limiils gives {lesh and blood to the account
&nd to the motion of ratiomality, by bringing out important features
of that conecepte I here draw on other writers, but am offering a
different sort of approach to rationaliiy by means of examining the
division of the general area of limits into four clearly defined areas
because this is what is involved in the practice of argument, and these
limits are and must be in the contexti of the two senses of rationality

outlined/
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outlined and the actual limits in practice, If rationality is seen
in terms of the limits in argument and reasoning better appreciation
of the nature of rationality will be gained.

In other words, an attempt 1s made to clasar the way for diseussion
by making this basic distinction and by relating it to certain limits
of rationality. The application of this distinction and the deseription
of the limits form the background against which mcral, religious, and
metaphysical discussion may take place., Two cpposing sides need not
rogard the other as irrelevant and meaningless, thus allowing no room
for the critic to offer criticlsm snd gen:ine discucssion and communication
to take place, Rather the two sides may make the basic distinction
and apply the different kinds of limits tc their own views and that of
their opponent thus setting out the areas of agreement and disagreement,
This is obviously no easy solution to the rational man and of'fers no
short cut, but rather 2 long careful, detailed process, the outline of
which is offered. It does mean, however, that in discussion and
controversy another person's view will not be dismissed ab initio as
meaningless, but rather subjected to careful and deteiled examination.
One begins with what is to count as rational in this situation by
drawing clearly between the two senses the necessary distinctions and
then elarifying the limits of rationality as they relate to this
perticular cases Then one may go on to actual argument and discussion
and not vice versa, This entails that there is room for the critic
and the opportunity to seek and express areas of definition and limits,

It also means that the religious argument is nc different from any elher

argument, Thus the task of apolopgetics is made easier because the form
of the, religioud argument follows the same line as any other argument with/

ek L Ga il o
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with the making of the basic distinotion between the genses of
rationality and the outlining of the limits in tho particular case,
Thus an account of rationality is offered which is true to the
gomplexity of the subjectematter. This account of the basie
distinction and the limits not only leaves room for discussion and
argument, but actually paves the way for such discussion. It 1is
an attempt to put morals, metaphysics and religion in perspective,
in the semse that truth and falsity are not pradetermined but rather
are open for debate and discussion.

In other words, controversy, discussion and argument are made
possible by an account of rationality which, while truve to the
complexity of the issues involved and refusing to oversimplify,
nevertheless concentrates on the actual process of argument and discussion
by seeing that the words "rational” and "irrational” cover a distinction
which is crucial for discussion. That there are two senses of
"rationality" and that these senses can be related to the limits of
rationality, which gives content to the concept of raticnality. This
interrelation clarifies the process of how one goes about arguing and
discussing, This isnot to saythat argument and discussion do not
take plage but that the breakdown of much argument and the naturei

of suceessful argument are both as described. One thus is able to
do what Bartley and Torrance are not able to do both because of their
theories of rationality and the effcct in practice of their theories of

closing the door to the critic by leaving him no ground tc stand on.

i



CHAPTER TWO - BARTLEY ON RATIONALITY

Section One - Bartley's View of Rationality
W, Bartley III off'ers an example of & writer who is deecply

concerned with the nature of rationality and the concepts involved in
it, He writes in the general field of metaphysics and more recently
morals and is well-known as a follower of Sir Karl Popper. He is a
useful starting point for an examination of the use of rationality in
religious and metaphysical argument because he deals with this very
area and also he POth raises central questions concerning rationality
and stresses important concepts which are part and parcel of an adequte
agocount of rationality such as criticism. The section of the thesis
given over to the study of Bartley will take the following form.
Bartley will be allowed to speak for himself in the sense that the
presentation of his view will be in the form that he himself presents
it with the same sort of emphases as he expresses. This will be by
quotation and precis of his account. This will be in four sub~sections
dealing with the statement of the problem as far as Bartley is concerned,
the approach to that problem, his own positive sheory of rationality,
and, finally the value of the new theory of rationality which Bartley
oiferss This manner of presentation ensures that the writer in
question is not forced into a false mould for the benefit of some
ulterior eriticism, but rather is fairly permitted to express his own
view and emphasis.

In section two, there will be oifered & critique of Bartley's
view of rationality which will parallel the presentation of his own

material,/



material, Thus there will be the same sub-sections with the addition
of material from recent debate on Bartley in various journals; the
difference being that instead of presenting Bartley's views, these
sections will deal with the criticism against Bartley. There is,
however a general position behind the criticism of Bartley which needs
to be stated. The complaint against Bartley and his account of
rationality rests on three grounds. The first is that he fails to
examine all the limits of rationality and instead concentrates on only
one limit, that of logic, to the exclusion of the others, Without a
olear picture of the various limits of rationality and the practical
effect of these limits it is my contention that no account of rationality
is adequate either to the complexity of rationality itself or to the
work that rationality is called on to undertake in terms of argument,
discussion, and communication,

The second ground of the complaint against Bartley is in terms of
his own account, Bartley's own view of rationglitf, regardless of any
discussion or lack of it in relation to limits, is in itself inadequate
and faulty. Even if Bartley had dealt with all the limits of
rationality and their importance, he would not have given an account
of rationality which copes with the complexity of its nature, 1In
Bartley's case this is a four-fold failure. His statement of the
problem of rationality on the basis of the sceptical-fideist problem
is not adequate to form the basis for a solution to a
problem of rationality, But if this failure to make out a case for a
problem concerning rationality on the basis cf the sceptic and the
fideist is set aside and instead Bartley's own presentation of the

rationalist/



rationalist dilemma concerning the solution to the problem of
rationality serutinised, then it is clear that this dilemma is not a
real one in the way that Bartley suggests it, nor does it require the
kind of solution that he offers, Again, if this last criticism is

set aside and it is accepted that there is a problem as Bartley presents
it and that he shows a genuine dilemma, it will be argued that the
solution Bartley offers is not in itself adequate to the problem as
stated by Bartley. He does not solve his own problem on his own
positive account., Finally under this heading of the general failure

of Bartley's position, if these criticisms were ignored and instead it
was assumed that all was well with Bartley's account both of the problem
and the solution to that problem, then it is the case that the value of
his theory is not what he claims it to be. Bartley's account of
rationality is not satisfactory in the statement of the problem, in

the dilemma it presents, in the solution to the problem and dilemma,

and in the value it claims for itself.

The third ground of complaint against Bartley is that he not only
overlooks crucial limits of rationality and presents an account of
rationality which is inadequate, but also that his view leads to at
least one serious consequence. This is that he removes from the critic
the possibility of a serious attack and critique of Bartley's own view
by taking away any ground on which the critic may stand and any basis
from which the force of criticism may be felt., This is the sort of
problem which was introduced in the last chapter when attention was
drawn to the contemporary problems in moral and metaphysical debate

where there is the refusal and inability to accept the other person's

view/



view and right either to hold or to express something different and
oontradi.otory.l This is also the point of oriticism which Watkins
in particular levels against Bartley and this will become evident

both in the general ecritique of Bartley and within the section devoted
to recent discussion of Bartley.

The chapter devoted to V. Bartley III will first of all state
Bartley's own position as he presents it, Then it will offer
eriticism based on three grounds - his lailure to de justice to
rationality by omitting the variety of limits of raticnality, the
faultiness of his own account even on its own terms, and the removal
of room for the eritic to offer an alternative to or improvement in
Bartley's position. These criticisms will however be presented by
integration into Bartley's own presentation rather than by foreing
his account into the mould of the critieisms, This is done both to
be fair to Bartley and his account as well as to show the weakness of
his account as a whole at the same time as seeing why his view leads
to the unacceptable conclusion it does lead to, namely that of excluding
criticism,

Nevertheless, the work of Bartley has both a positive and negative
benefit. He reises important and central issues and concepts
concerning the nature of rationality which will be used in the present-
tation of an approach to rationality on the basis of a distinoction
between two important senses of rationality and in terms of an

exanination/
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examination of the limits of rationality as found in practice. As
well as the positive gains from Bartley in the issues and concepts he
discusses, there is the negative value which stems from learning from
the mistakes which he makes and from seeing why he is led into these
mistakes by the nature of the account he gives and the presentation
of the problem on his own terms.

Bartley will serve as an introduction to the sort of discussion
which is taking place about rationality in the contemporary scene.
He will help delineate the kinds of issues and concepts which are
congidered important in meodern debate, and he will allow the
appreciation of the way in which rationality may be and is used in
argument, whether this be religious or metaphysical. His account
of rationality may be divided into four sections: the problem, his

approach, his alternstive theory, and the value of his theory.



le The Problem of Rati

William Bartley III states that "The problem of rationality is,
in efl'ect, the problem of the eritical analysis of the appeal to the
authority of reason” .2

What Bartley means by the opening quotationis more clear-defined
when he says, "This problem .... is whether some form of relativist
existentialism is inescapable because rationality is so limited,
logically as well as practically, that the choice between ultimately
competing religious, moral, and philosophical positions is, in the
last resort, arbitrary. For example, is an individual's decision to
become a rationalist ..se any less subjective, relative, arbitrary,
irrational than an individual's decision to beocome a ohristian?j

The concern expressed by Bartley is with the limits of
rationality, which he characterises as _Lhe discovery that "according
to one's theory of rationality, rationality is impossible" .k %hile
aware that there are factual, experiential, secientific, existential,
and practical limits to rationality, Bartley chooses to concentrate
on thoe logical limitations, on the grounds that it "is sufficient
without aid from other limitations, to perpetuate the aforementioned
conflict between raticmality and the theory of raticnality” .5

This/
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This logical limitation is interpreted as the necessity to counter the
philosophical positions of Scepticism and Fideism. Bartley believes
that these threaten the whole conception and practice of philosophy
and that they share a common argument and claim. He sets out to
deal with this philosophical claim and to refute the argument on
vwhich both rest their claim. "The claim is that from a rational

point of view, the choice between competing beliefs and positions

and ways of life, whether scientific, mathematical, moral, religious,
6
"

metaphysical, political, or oth:r is arbit This means that
rational procedures can be used to prove the logical impossibility

of acting or choosing on rational grounds between different world=-
views and basic attitudes to life., This claim threatens the very
possibility of a rationalist being & rationalist on rational grounds.
Bartley asks, "Is an individual's decision to become a rationalist -

a rationalist of the Harvard pragmatist make for instance - any less
subjective, relative, arbitrary, irrational, (even when it is considered
from a rationalist point of view) than an individual's decision to become
or remain a ohristian?"7 His task is to show that this claim is
invalid and to achieve this he analyses the argument which supports it.
The argument oi'fered by the sceptic and fideist is an analysis of the
usual rationalist defence of a particular idea., This analysis
presupposes what Bartley calls the "tu guoque or boomerang argument,

the dilemma of ultimate commitment, the problem of ultimate presuppos=-

'Il8
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proauppositionl."a This argument consists of three parts: "l. For
certain logical reasons, rationality is so limited that everyone has
to make a dogmatic irrational commitment; 2. therefore, the
christian has a right to make whatever commitment he pleases; and

3« therefore, no one has a right to criticise him for thia."9 The
problem arises because "any view may be challenged with such questions
as 'How do you know?' 'Give me a reason', or even "Prove it!' When
such challenges are accepted by the citation of further reasons which
entail those under challenge, these may be questioned in turn. And
so on forever, Yet if the burden of proof or rational justification
can be perpetually shifted back to a higher-order premise or reason,
the belief originally questioned is never effectively defended. In
order to justify the original conclusion, it appears that one must
eventually stop at something not open to question, for which one need
not provide reasons when damanded”.lo The argument leads, the
sceptic and fideist claim, to the problem of "ultimate relativism”,
for there can be no appeal to a common standard by the way the problem
is presented. While the sceptic and fideist attitudes diverge at this
point - the sceptic suspending his judgement concerning different
viewpoints and the fideist irrationally committing himself to one or
other view - Bartley stresses that "a position that cannot escape

scepticism cannot refute fideism",

The/
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The importance of the argument is seem in the implication that
"the argument, if ccrrect, implies that it is pointless from a rational
point of view for men to argue rationally about their extremely
different 'ultimate presuppositions' or oonnitmen.ts."l2 But it is
not only pointless to argue rationally, it is also implied that"if,
since the limitation is a logical one, all men share it, if no one
can escape irrational commitment, then no ome can be eriticised
rationally for having made such & commitment, no mattar how
idicqynor&tio“.lj Bartley has thus uncovered & rational axouse for
irrationalism and with it, security for any irrational commitment from
criticisme.

Bartley's analysis of the problem of ratlionality, by examining
the soeptical and fideistl¢ olaim and argument, presents two problems
which he hopes to solve, The first 1s to ask "What the limits of
rationality are when it comes to maklng a decision between the rationalist
way of life and some other way of life”.lh In other words, is a real
rationalist possible even in theory? The second problem 1s: "How is

it possible any longer for & man to remain a gonsistant-liberal
rationalist nid
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2., Bartley's Approach to Retionality.

Bartley's method is to seek to solve the rationalist problem

by means of examining the crises of identity and integrity.16 Both

17 The crises

of these terms are derived from adolescent psychology.
of identity involves one's conception of oneself and the crisis of
integrity concerns the attempt to live up to one's identity and
purpose and cope with the lack of success which is usually inVOlved.la
Bartley applies this to the rationalist who, he suggests, suffers a
continual crisis of integrity, trying to live up to an impossible
standard of rationality., This is itself derived from a neglected
crisis of identity by the failure to meke clear what it is 1o be a
rationalist in the form of & theory of rationality. DBartley claims
that rationalists are over-committed to a notion of rationality which
it is impossible to attain, and this leads to the crisis of integrity
and allows the irrationalist to use the " guogque" argunant.19
Bartley examines attempts to answer the sceptic and fideist
argument, thus showing the need for his fusion of these attempts to
solve the problem. Rationality has historically taken the form of
a challenge to traditional authority; yet without falling prey to

arbitrariness/
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arbitrariness by appealing to rational authorities.zo This notion

of authority is crucial in Bartley's analysis, He presents two main
views of rationality: Comprehensive Rationalism and Critical
Rationalism. Comprekensive Rationalism is the traditional approach
of philosophy and has two main tenets: 1., to accept any position
that can be justified, established, or supported by rational criteria
or authorities, and 2, to accept only these poaitﬂona.ZI The problem
has been that no philosophical view has been able to supply adequate
rational authorities. This stems from the impossibility of holding
(1) and (2) together, which in turn, leads to the irrationalist
opportunity for the "tu quoqpa!za

With the failure of the traditional approach of Comprehensive
Rationalism, modern philosophy has been characterised by Critical
Rationalism. Bartley selects A.J.Aycr as a typical example of this
view, which attempts to make the sceptic's victory"bloodless", by
accepting the unjustifisbility of ultimate principles, but pointing
out that the notion of a standard by which to accept or reject ration=-
tality does not make sanse.25 Bartley claims that Ayer begs the

2}
question and that his view ultimately reduces to & variety of fideism,
Ayer is compared with Barth and Tillich, as resorting to persuasive

2
definition by seeking merely to deseribe and proclaim his view. »

The/

20, R.C .p-lOﬁ; R?Ropollo
2ls ReCepsl09; RvVRapl.12.
22, R?R.p-p.12-3; R.C.p.p.lZOffo

23e RVR«p.p.14ff; R.Cep.l24ff; A.Ayer, The Problem of Knowledge
PP l75-80.

2l e RVRupol5|

25, ReCopel28ff; RVR.pepl7ff.



The short answer to Ayer is simply to refuse to accept his position.
Bartley argues that the fallure of Comprehensive and Critical
Rationalism is due to the common structure which determines both the
kind of question:s one may ask and the answers which areeppropriate.
This structure is based on a philosophical tradition which is
authoritarian., All questions within its sphere beg authoritarian
answersgs This authoritarian structure is inf'orced by two features:
(1) the fusion of criticism and justification, (the notion of
Justification is linked with the ability to give a proper authority
in support of cne's view), and (2) the assumption that the quality
and degree of rationality pass through the relationship of logical
deducibility from the Jjustifying premises to justified conclusions.27
Bartley argues that criticism is not and need not be fused
with justificstion,>> and that transmissibility, which wes orginally
added through association with the criteria of truth and probability,
has besn improperly retained after the failure of these standards to

satisfy the rols of critaria.29

Bartley states that the standard
of rationality necessary for the fusion of eriticism and justification
is always based on an unwarranted assumption and open to irrationalist
rejoinders.jo Similarly, the transmissibility assumption falls to

the ground after the failure of the of'fered coriteria, The variety

of/
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of oriteria for truth and probability fail to be suitable because they

offer no means of allowing a non-arbitrary, rational choice to be made

between competing criteria. =

In place of the unsuccessful candidetes for a theory of
rationality, Bartley presentc en amalgzm called, Comprehensively

Critical Rationalism, based on the work of Karl P0ppor.32

3le RVRe Depe 25=7; Q.p.BB.
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3. An Alternative Theory of Rationality.

Bartley's Comprehensively Critical Rationalism seeks to abandon

Justification and substitute criticinn.33

The stress thus is on the
elimination of error rather than the search for truth.jh Bartley's
solution to the problems of the fusion of justification and criticism
and the transmissibility dogma takes the form of the nonjustificational
philosophy of eriticism, stressing testability and revisability.35
There are two f'eatures of the doctrine of criticism which are important.
The first is to make clear what counts as criticism and the second, the

need to maximise critioism.jG

Bartley offers four bases of criticism,
which are by no means exhaustive., He lists the checks of logic,
sense-observation, scientif'ic theory, and the check of the problem.

In brief, these refer in descending order of importance to, internal
consistency, empirical refutation, conflict with scientific hypotheses,
and the relevance and success of the theory in light of the problem it
37

was designed to solve. However, one of the siresses is that this
nonjustificational theory of rationality must lead to & closer analysis
of the notion of "criticism" and exploration of various avenues of
eriticism,

Bartley recognises the need to be thoroughgoing in his theory,
and emphasises that we must both maximise criticism and be willing to

hold/
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hold everything, including his theory of rationality, up for critical
revision. This means that we must search for every possible criticism
against every view we hold and that we must be willing to be convinced
39

of the need to change even our view of rationality itself. There

is to be no retreat to commitment by any attempt to justify any view

irrationally.ho We are only to hold views which have been subjected

to ocriticism and have survived tésting;hl Bartley recognises that,

in fact, this process is infinite; yet claims to have avoided a vicious

regress by removing the justification demand for oriteria.hz
Rationality is thus criticism, and this involves testability and

reviaability.hs

We are to subject everything to the test and we
must be prepared to revise all or any of our views at any time, given
successful criticism, This entails, however, that both acceptance
and rejection are provisional, Ve accept or reject a view till
criticism changes it.hA Our task, as Popper stresses, is to try to
falsify and to examine continually all our presuppositions in light of
these attempts at falaification.hB

Bartley believes that by these means we may learn more about the

world by eriticism, not only of our presently held views, but also of

past/
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pest dogmas in every sphere of 'l'.hough'c.k6 ¥We are called upon to

open all our views to criticism, to face up to these criticisms,

and to review our opinions in light of any successful critioism.h7

By rejecting justification and transmissibility, we are freed from
the orises of identity and integrity and may concentrate on the

genuinely important work of philoaophy.hs
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4o The Value of the Alternative Theory.

Bartley relates that the value of his approach is to show how
we can shift the emphasis in rationsl discussion from justification te
nonjustificational t‘:r:M::!.cisszt_.l"9 The value of this is many-levelled.
By removing the grounds for the "tu guoque" argument of the fideist
and the sooptic,50 Bartley also removes the threat of arbitrariness
and irrationality to the practice of rationality and a viable theory
of rationality.51 By clarifying and solving the crises of identity
and integrity, showing the possibility of being rational about

52

rationality, Bartley allows the stress to fall on criticism. He

thus claims to have created new opportunities for understanding both
the notion of oriticism itself as well as philosophy past and future.s3
Now, we are told, we should aim to lecarn from our mistakes, because we
realise that what matters is to learn to pose more and more intelligent
qpestiona.sn Rationality is now seen to be a way of life in which we
dedicate ourselves to subjecting everything to criticism and continual
testing.55

The /
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35
The value of Bartley's view is claimed to be that he allows
the rationalist to be rational about his rationality, while at the
same time removing from the irrationalist, the raiional excuse for
his irrationality,56 thus ensbling both to be %hemselves®”’ and to
fulfil the proper role appropriate to their respective positions. 1In
this way, irrationalily is seen in its true light and can be criticised
without loss of integrity by the rqtionalist.sa
Almost more important, however, than tﬁa solution of the problem
of rationality, is a nev "moral standing, which is created. Tolerance,
mutual respeot, end intellectual humility are now genuinely possible on

59 We are able to treat people properly,

a basis previously unrecognised.
by ta&ing their views seriously, by inviting their criticisms, and even
helping them to criticise our own views more adequately. We are to
treat our opponents in discussion, as we would wish them to treat us.60
Bartley describes this ethic as "respect”, ﬁnd claims this is only

possible if serious argﬁnent is posaible.GIOne aim throughout his thesis
. has been to promote this "respect" by illustrating the sort of

eritical argument his view calls for and by revealing the unfortunate
62

congequences of the retreat to commitment.
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Section 2 - Critique of Bartley on Rationality

The problem of rationality as outlined by Bartley is closely
connected with the ability of the sceptic and fideist to make out a
case against the rationalist, accusing him of being subject to the
same ultimate irrational commitment by putting an arbitrary end to
what would otherwise be an infinite regress. If it can be shown
that Bartley's analysis of the scepticefideist position is faulty then
this would elearly dissolve the problem of rationality as he has
expressed it. This will be the starting point of the critique of
Bartley. The criticism rests on three points which will be
integrated into the criticism oi' this section. The three points
that must be borne in mind in the more general criticism of Bartley's
position are &s follows:~ his failure to examine all the limits of
rationality particularly by his concentration on one area to the neglect
of the other more important limits, the failure of his own account to
be successful .i\preaenting a preblem, dealing with the same
problem as he sees it, and iny the benefits he claims accrue from
his view, and finally, the effect of removing from the eritic all
possibility of argument which might change or modify his view.

This is the background of the critique, but the criticism of
Bartley will be presented imn the following way. First of all it
will be questioned whether or not he has actually the problem that he
thinks he has, by showing that his description of the sceptic-fideist
is at fault. Then it will be assumed, for the sake of argunant, that

Bartley has done exactly what it is claimed that he has not, that Bartley

has/



has correctly described the sceptic~fideist position, but that his
description of the rationalist dilemma is faulty to the extent that
there iz no genuine problem. This means thet if it can be shown that
this is the case, Bartley's claim tc offer & solution to this problem
nust be irrelevant until and unless he can show that there is a genuine
problen for the rationalist, Then the opposite of what we have shown
will be assumed, that Bartley has given an acdequate account of the
nature of the vationalist dilemma, but it will be suggested that
Bartley's solution to the problem is, on its own terms, inadequate to
solve the problem he thinks that there is and that he claims to have
presenteds In other words, Bartley's solution does not do whet he
claims it does do, even if it is allowed that it has genuine work which
needs to be done. Finally, the value will be examined which Bartley
claims results from adopting his approach regardless of whether it is
thought that there is a preoblem for Bartley to try to solve or that he
actually solves it. It will be argued that the value claimed for
Bertley's viewis not fulfilled in its own terms and does not come. up %@
the high expectations which Bartley has for his approach, It is
claimed that Bartley fails to make out a case for the sceptic-fideist
and for the retionalist dilemma., It is argued that his solution to
the problem he thinks arises from these accounts is in fact no solution
at all even if it is accepted that there is a problem, Finally, it is
shown that regardless of the problem, or solution, that the value of
Bartley's approach is not what it is claimed to be.

The SO/’



These critiocisms are presented in parallel fashion with Bartley's
om view and emphasis, but this must not obscure the genaral ground
behind the criticism and the aim in view. It is that Bartley's
acocount is faulty in the three ways already stated. IHe omits what
ought not to be omitted, His own account is inadequate both in
itself and as an account of the nature of rationality. His view
leads to unaoceptable coneclusions, specifically the exclusion of all
and any genuine eriticisa, These points are the basis of the choice
of and presentation of Bartley's view, while they are interwoven
into Bartley's own framework rather than being the mould into which

Bartley's view is rudely forced.



1., The Problem of Rationality

The first question to be consldered as far as Bartley is
concerned is whether or not he makes out a case which deals adequately
with the sceptic and fideist positions. Bartley has characterised the
scaptical-fideist argument as the "tu quoque" retort to any criticism,
on the basis that averyone has to make a dogmatic, irrational commitment.
It is of interest that he concentrates mainly on fideist examples of
the use of this argument and, in fact, o fers no concrete example of a
wholly sceptical position;1 yet he claims that this argument is common
to seceptic and fideist, This is relevant because it is unfair to
characterise the christian view as irrationalist without more detailed
argumant.2 The christian writers reflerred to by Bartley would wish
to claim that the commitment of the christian, while not based on formal
logic, can nevertheless be characterised as rational. This rational
basis may be described in at leasi two ways. Christian commitment
may be considered rational on its own terms, i.e. within the system of

belief itself.3

That is to say, for someone who accepts the christian
presuppositions it is totally rational te believe in christianity. On
the other hand, it may be that christian commitment can be described as
rational in the sense of Pascal's Wager. Given that there is no
overriding evidence by which to choose between two views, it may be
argued that christianity is the more rational commitment to make in

the sense that it off'ers greater emotional security, a "heaven to

gain/

l. ReCepepell3,ef.80-90; T.F.Torrance, "Faith and Philosophy", p238,
Hibbert Journal, Vol. XIVII.No. e April 1949.

2. A, MacIntyre. "The Logical Status of Religious Beliefs", p.p.178,185,
Metaphysical Beliefs,

3. MacIntyre, ibid, p.p.202,208=9; A, Farrer, "Revelation",p.100,
B. Mitchell, "The Grace of God".p.p.160,174=5, B. Mitchell (Ed.)
Faith and Logic
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gain and a hell to lose", or a satisfactory moral code by which to live.
It may be countered that there is within the christian tradition,
the conception of a "leap of faith", Witz James Stephen comments; "In
2ll important transactions of life we have to take a leap in the dark «e.e.
If we decide to leave the riddles unanswered that is a choice; if we
waver in our answer, that, too, is a choice; but whatever choice we
make, we make it at our peril. If a man chooses to turn his back
altogether on God and the future, no one can prevent him; no one can
show beyond reasonable doubt that he is mistaken, If a man thinks
otherwise and acts as he thinks, I do not see that anyone can prove
that he is mistaken., T®ach must act as he thinks best; and if he is
wrong, so much the worse for him, We stand on & mountain pass in the
midst of whirling snow ad blinding mist, through which we get glimpses
now and then of paths which may be deceptive. If we stand still we
shall be frozen to death, If we take the wrong road we shall he dashed
to pieces. We do not certainly know whether there is any right one.“h
This may be the case, but Bartley makes mention of it only in a footnote,5

and without argument must be guilty of failing to do justice to the

relation/

Lo Fitz James Stephen, Liberty, Bouality, Fraternity, p.353

5¢ ReCepepe89=50, Bartley offers three main examples, i.e. Tillich,
MacIntyre, and Mitchell's book. None of these can be characterised
as irrational, "tu quoque" users without detailed argument. See,
for example, Tillich's discussion of the relation of faith and
rationality, especially his notion of "ecstasy", as well as his
attack on scepticism, Dynamics of Faith, pep.6~7,19,76-7. MHacIntyre
seems oddly cast in this role, of, Metaphysical Beliefs p.p.178,185,
202,208~9 et al. Mitchell's book in general tone runs counter to
Bartley's claim. See the chapters on "The Grace of God", B, Mitchell,
Revelation", A, Farrer, and "How Theologians Reason?", G.C. Stead,

in Faith and Logic B. Mitchell (ed.)




relation of this "lean" %o irratianality.s It may he argued that

this "lsan" can he characterised more in terms of Pascal's Wager, again
laying stress on the sound rational grounds, in the brozd sense of
rational, for such an action.7 Bartley seems %o equate faith with
irrationality, but to do this he must show that these are ome and the
same. One may have faith in 2 perscn without or with apparent good
reason, and yet be unable to delineate the reasons for such & faith.a
Foew would wish to call this irrationzl unless there were considerable
evidence to suggest that this faith was misplaced. We would rather
stress that irrationality might better be described as zc¢ting without
any reason at all, and this could not be charged against most christian
commitment.

Bartley thus fails to clarify in what way the fideist - the only
genuine example he offers = is involved in irrational commitment,
Without making it clearer exactly in what way the fideist makes an
irrational commitment, and how this constitutes a problem for rationality,
Bartley's presentation of the genesis of the problem of rationality
fails to meke out its cases The strange critique of the rational. excuse
for irrationality will be examined, but it must also be scen that
Bartley, having failed to offer any concrete example of a sceptical=-

irrationalist view, merely stating rather than proving such, also fails

to/

6. For comment on HMerkegasrd's concept of "leap" see T.F. Torrance,
"Faith and Philosophy”, pe.p«245-6, Hibbert Journal, and J. Baillie,
The Sense of the Presence of God, p«2
7. For a useful explanation of the role of "reason" in Pascal see J.
Cargile, "Pascal 's Vigger". Philosophy, 41,1966, p.252, and Re
Popkin's article on Pascal in Enayclopaedia of Philosophy,p.53,V0ol.6.
8. For example, T. Byown, Martial Epigrams, i.32
"I do not love you, Dre Fell,
But why I cannot tellj
But this I know full well,
I do not love you, Dr, Fell,"
See below, chapter four, pe377



to understand the nature of scepticism. It would seem that Bartley's
procedure is rather elaborate to deal with the sceptical threat.
Surely it would have been easier to examine in detail an example of a
sceptical use of the "tu quoque”, if there be such. Bartley slides
over as irrelevant the difference between the sceptic and the fideist,
but it is just this very difference which is crucial and which, indeed,
Bartley without realising himself brings out in ancother oontext.9

The fideist, it is claimed, makes an irrational leap in one
particular direction, while the sceptic simply suspends Judgenent.lo
Bartley need only examine the standing of the sceptic, who tries, on
the one hand, to eriticise any rational view on the ground of commitment
and then to claim that he is unable to make any judgement himself, It
may be asked, indeed, whether or not the sceptical position can of
itself be made sense ofs This is surely much simpler and a more
adequate refutation of' the sceptical position, than to be foreced to
change one's view of rationality.ll One might argue that the
sceptical position is perflectly rational, if it claims that our
judgements are always likely to be false, then it makes good sense to
make as few judgements as possible, This however hinges on the
definition and deseription we offer of the sceptic, and Bartley offers
no such description or definition. On Bartley's own terms, if it
can be shown that the sceptical argument is impossible, then there
can be no threat from that quarter to the rationalist, and thus

Comprehensively Critical Rationalism is unnecessary.

Having/

90 Q.p.p.326-7.

10. .-'.‘iiﬂl-poco

1l. R. Bambrough's discussion of scepticism in Reason, Truth, and
329'- p.pol?’ 95,1\34.
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Having shown that Bartley's account of the sceptical=fideist
position is WBI‘-OUIBON}I-_), attention is turned to the odd no;ion of
the rational excuse for irrationalism. Does it make sense to posit
of the sceptic, who by Bartley's own definition suspends all judgement,
the giving of a rational excuse for any view, far less his own irration=-
tality? To claim to have a rational excuse would be already to have
adopted a basis of judgement, which is anathema to Bartley's deseoription
of the soaptio.lz The fideist seems to fare little better, if an
attenpt is made to describe him as offering a rational excuse for his
irrationality. Does it literally make sense to suggest that irration-
tality can be rationally held, for surely that irrationality must in
some sense be rational? For the fideist such a rational excuse must
prove too much, leaving no room for faith. If the fideist is to be
someone who claims the necessity to make a "leap of faith", then he
would hardly wish to claim & rational ground for this, in the sense
that there must be some more or less absolute distinction between faith
and sight, faith and reason., If he does wish to claim such a rational
excuse, then surely the cherge may be brought against either the sceptic
or fideist who makes this claim, of falling prey to the orises of
identity and integrity, rather than accusing the rationalist of such.
Part of the problem is the failure of Bartley adequately to define his
terms, and this will be a recurring charge.

The/

12, W.R. Sorley, "Tradition",p.p.l2-1,, Herbert Spencer Lecture,
Oxtord 1926; "Skepticisu"” Vol.5, Encyclopsedia oi Pnilosophyj
B, Stroud's review of A, Naess, Scepticism, Philosophical Review,
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The point at issue here is whether or not Bartley in setting up
the nature of the problem actually succeeds in doing so. He claims
that because of the sceptic and the fideist move in presenting their
case to an irrational commitment based on rational grounds, then there. s
& dilemma for the irrationalist., The argument has concentrated on the
first part of this, the sceptic and fideist positions, to sce whether
or not Bartley's account is satisfactory. He has not shown a clear
example of a sceptic, nor sufficiently analysed the fideist position.
He does not take account of the differences between the two positions,
nor draw attention to the extreme difficulty the seeptic has in
presenting his case in the way that Bartley suggests poses & serious
threat to rationality. Bartley has not made out the case for a
rationalist dilemma on the basis of the sceptical-fideist approach,
but it may be that his account of the rationalist problem has its own
merit.

Bartley of'fers us two definitions of what he means by rationality.
He statest= "I .... reserve the words 'reason', 'rationality', and
*rationalism' to refer broadly to that tradition whose members are
dedicated to learning through critical discuanion".l3 It is of note
that in "The Retreat to Commitment", he rather talks of rationalists as
"dedicated to the task of trying to learn more about the world through

A Bartley may be concealing

the practice of' eritical argument.”
something significant in the move from "discussion" to "argument".
The other definition that Bartley uses is a twofold one, that "a

rationalist /
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rationalist accepts any position that can be justified or established
or supported by appeal to the rational criteria or authorities" and
"accepts only those positions that can be justified in this way".ls
Bartley is perfectly entitled to suggest any definition he chooses,
but we are at liberty to ask why it should be this one rather than
any other. Bartley off'ers no analysis or argunent of the nature and
scope of reason and ra ionality. Yet his whole position, from the
setting of the problem to the presentation of the solution, is
dependent upon a particular view of rationality and the problems that
this view entails,.

One of the grounds of complaint against Bartley is that he fails
to take adequate account of important features of rationality. In
particular he stresses only one of the limits of rationality, that of
logic, to the exelusion of the others. He argues that this alone is
sufficient to raise a serious problem for the rationalist. The problem
with such concentration on one area is twofold. It tends to belittle
the reality of' the other limits and the equally serious effect which
they have for rationality. In practical terms, the whole spectrum of
limits must be faced and dealt with if raetional argument and discussion

is to take place successfully. The second problem is that if Bartley's

U5

account of the logical limit is faulty, then the concentration on logical

limits is wasteds The contention is that Bartley not only overlooks
other important limits but also fails to make a case for the sole study

of/

15. RVR.Pe12; Qepe52; ReCepel09; see above p.32



of the logical limit because of failing to clarify the rationalist
dilemma on his own terms. Merely to state that there is a variety of
limits such as the factusl experiential, scientific, existential, and
practical as well as the logical, and yet to give no account of these
either in practice or in theory sug ests that there is more to be said
about rationality than Bartley has saids In the final chapter, these
themes will be woven into an account of the importance and nature of
the limits of rationality as they are found in practice and as they
afi'ect the actual conduct and course of argument, whether this be
religious, moral, or metaphysical,

Bartley also fails to make mention of many crucial factors which
are regularly taken to be mak s of rationality. He does not comment
on the view that: "Rationalism is that system of philosophical belief
which asserts that human reason unaided is competent to obtain objective
truth”.16 He also overlooks the association of rationalism with
liberal opinion,’’ the interrelation of thought and action inplicit
in rational bahaviour,ls rationality as opposed to faith, qua faith,
or axperienoa,19 or in contradistinction to animal.zo Bartley does
not analyse the relation of rationality to reasoning and thought,21
its connection with logical oonaaption,zz or the problems that modern
theories have created for rationality.25 Part of the problem with

Bartley's/

16, "Rationalism", Encyclopaedia Britannica, Vol,18.p.991
17. "Rationalism", Chamber's Bncyclopaedia, Vol .VIIIp.564
18. J. Rawls, "Justice as Fairness", Philosophical Review, Vol.LXVII

1958,p.170,
19. G. Warnock's article, "Reason", Encyclopaedia of Philosophy Vol.7,p84
20. A, Tarrer, "A Starting-Point for the Fhilosophical Txamination of

Theological Belief", pl8, Faith and Logic B, Mitchell (ed.)

21, H.A., Hodges, "Languages, Standpoinis, and At{titudes™, Rliddell
Memorial Lecture pe47

22, VeH.Eirkorian's Article, "Cohen" Zngyclopaedia of Philosophy, Vol.2
p.1260 :
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Bartley's bald statement of definition is the allied failure to define
its opposite, "irrationality". "When people raise the bogey of
‘irrationalism' or a 'flight from reason', what do they mean by 'reason',

2 and "But how is the

and why cshoud we be so eager to safeguard it?"
notion of 'reason' itself Yo be understood, and in what respects is its
authority supposed to be flouted? It would scarecly be sufficeient to
reply that denial of reason consists in illogicality or confusion of
thought, or that it manifests itself in a tendency to arrive at
unacceptable conclusions; for this would apply to the work of many
thinkers to whom the label 'irrationalist' is clearly inapplicabla".25
Without a clear conception of the one term, it is difficult to see how
the other can be properly defined or understood.

Thus far a number of features have simply been enumerated which
are considered essential to the nature of rationality, which Bartley
overlooks without comment, In a more rigorous fashion, it might be
enquired why Bartley's view of rationality is to be preferred to other
prominent views, without examination of alternatives and argument f'or
the one rather than the others. Three modern discussions are chosen =
the three most notable - and the central stress of each is merely
outlined to reveal the limited role of Bartley's own view.

Bennett in his book “Rationality"26 is concerned to anslyse
rationality, and this means to him, "to explore the content of the true
belief that human beings are on a certain intellectual eminence compared

with other terrestial creaturen“.zf

that/

For this analysis Bennett assumes
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that language is essential for rationality and attemnts to deduce a
bagis for rationality by axamination of nonerational heings, reducing
finally to the formula of being able to make univarsal dated atatements.za
The valus and adequacy of Bennatt's views are not relaevant hare,29 but
rathar the stressing of the difference of his aporoach, which was more
a conceptual analysis of "rationalitv"™, believing that by differentiating
rational from non=rational, the nature of rationality can be better
appreciated.

R. Rdzley in his boek, "Reason in Theory and Praotice",jo wishes
to examine the relation of »ractical to theoretical reason. He

delineatss the "logical features of theoretiecal reason“,31 then moves

to analyse the "practical conception of resaon".jz He arrives at the
broad scope of the role and function of praetical reason, describing
the "normative function" that reason fulfila.33 Both Bennett and
Rdgley, though sharing a common, though very broad, conceptual-analysis
method, offer different approaches from each other and from Bartley.
Bartley needs to offer argument on his own behalf for the rationality
of his approach and its benefit over and against other theories,
Bennett and Edgley offer genuine insight into a great many features

of rationality which tend to be assumed, and it is doubtful if anyone

properly/

28. B.nnatt, ibid’ pop.93"‘0-0

29. See reviews of Bennett, Rationality, in Philosophical Quarter
15, 1965; Philosophy, 40,1965; Philosophical Review, 75,193%

30 R. Edgley, Reason in Theory and Practice.

31. Edgley. ibid,p-p.17-19

32. FEggley, ibid, pepei7=9
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properly understands or is eble to eveluate any atteck on rationelity,
unti] and unless it is clear what 4t is. Without such en analysis,
Partley's whole position must he held in abeyence, intil he hes
exonined more closely the nature of retionality, its relation with

"reason”, "reasorning" and "retionale"; whether the sense of "reasson"

3

varies if set in opposition to the concepts of experience,

35

passion,” and what the interrelation of these commonly regarded

antonyms might ho.36

feith, or

Theologically too, on the theme of rationality, Bartley's view
is at odds with that of Professor Torrance, who describes reason as
"the capacity to behave consciously in terms of the nature of the

37

object", and as "our capacity for objectivity". Torrance's stress
is on the need to "know something only in aceordance with its nature,
end you develop your knowledge of it as you ellow its nature to prescribe
for you the mode of the rationality appropriate to it. That is the
kind of objectivity we adopt in all rational behaviour whatsoever.“sﬁ
Torrance argues from this that it is possible and rational to talk of
knowing God, as long as that is only in terms which are "anpropriate’

39

to the divine Nature". Using this basically medieval theme of

rationality, Frofessor Torrance seeks to show the relition of science

and/

e W.H.Walsh, Reason and Experience.
35« D. Hume's discussion of the passions in his Treatise and Enquiries.

36. Bambrough, Reason, Truth, end Ged, ».118
37« T.F, Torrance, "Faith and Philosophy", Hibbert Journal; see below,

chapter three, section one,
38+ Te.F, Torrance, God and Rptionality, p.52.
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and theologzy, and to stress the »ossibility of a scientific th=ology
based on a trma ontolezy. Torrance's view of rationality is, like
Bennett and Rdglay, at odds with the brief statemant of Bartlay's view.
Again there is the need for closer analyais on the part of Bartlev before
the adequaoy of his view in comparison with the others, can nroparly be
judgaed, and also the adequacy of hiz contribution 4o ths nroblem of
rationality.

Rartlay is unsatisfactory ahont his deserintion of the scentiocnle
fideish nroblem, both in tha details of fidaist and sceptical positions,
and of the problam thair attack may he held %o constitute, He fails to
Zive olear axamples of the seentical or fideist attack, and to show the
differences and internal difficulties which thsy encounter. Part of
the problem has been that Bartley has not given adequate definitions
and grounds for these definitions, espsciallyr in light of modern
discussion on the subject of rationality. Is, however, the problem
as serious as Bartley would have people believe? This is meant in
two senses: "Is there a genuine problem caused by an infinite regress
and afbitrary commitment?" and "Is there a »nroblem at all?"

Is there a problem created by the regress of justifying one's
position? Bradley would appear to agree with Bartley and to state the
problem more explicitly when he says; "We are fastened to a chain, and
we wish to know if we are really secure. What ought we to do? 1Is it
of much use to say, '"This lirk we are tied to is certainly solid, and
it is fast to the next, which seems very strong and holds firmly to the
next; beyond this we can not see more than a certain moderate distance,

but/



but, so far as we know, it all hangs together?' The practical man
would first of all ask, 'Where can I find the last link of my chain?
When I know that it is fast, and not hung in the air, it is time enough
to inspeect the connection ' But the chain is such that every link begets,
as soon as we come to it, a new one; and, ascending in our search, at
each remove we are no nearer the last link of all, on which everything
depends. The series of phenomena is so infected with relativity, that,
while it is itself, it can never ﬁe made absolute., Its existence
refers itself to what is beyond, and did it not do so, it would cease

to exist., A last fact, a final link, is not merely a thing which we
cannot know, but a thing which could not possibly be real. Our chain
by its nature cannot have a support. 1Its essence excludes a fastening
at the end. We do not merely fear that it hangs in the air, but we
know it must be so. And when the end is unsupported, all the rest is
unsupportod“.ho The question is whether or not this is the function
and rale of the infinite regress argument. Bartley merely states that
one is in a regress and that there is and can be no seolution to it.hl
But Bartley has not carried his analysis far enough. He has stated
that there is no way to stop the regress but has not asked whether or

not we need to stop the regress. In other words, is the question of

the regress of justification, not better understood by comparing the

process/
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process with that of defining by means of a dictionary? Must we and
do we, in fact, continually question the dictionary definition to try
to reach the absolutely basic meaning? Bambrough comments that "every
word whose meaning is explained in the dictionary is explained in words
whose meanings are also explained in the dictionary. The whole process
of learning the meanings of English words from the dictionary is non-
vigciously ecircular; regressive, but not vieiously rngraaaivo".hz
Bartley shows us that there is & regress, but fails to analyse whether
or not, and to what degree this is a vicious regress. Bambrough holds
that "there need not be, are not, gould not be, any ultimate &@}Qﬁv
of definition, explanation and demonstration”, and that "to recognise
this is to weaken one of the most powerful motives for the generation

b3 Bambrough's

of transcendent substances and ultimate foundations".
position is based on the realisation that only what is articulable

and intelligible, can enter into logical relations. In other words,
he wishes to stress the various inf'ormal modes of reasoning and the
internal variety of the concepts of reason and truth. He stresses the
importance of understanding that explanation is multiforms: "Besides
causal explanation there is also the distinet sense of explanation in
which we explain (or expound, or explicate - unfold) a proof, an

N

argument, a play, & picture”. There is also mention of gestalt

theory/
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thecry and the Platonic doctrine of reminiscence. Bambrough offers
us the view that we need not regard the regress as being vicious, and
that the sting of the argument can be drawn by examining the variety of
informal modes of reasoning and justification that are in fact px‘au’a.’l.leél.l’5
Not only is it doubtful if the regress & i is necessarily
vicious, but it must also be doubted whether the regress argument
proves what Bartley claims that it does, i.e. the insolubility of the
problem of rationality on these 1;@:'513."'6 It might be suggested, rather,
that what the regress argument offers is to bring "home to us the fact
that the intelligibility the philosopher is seeking is not to be found
by going further along the path he has begun to tread; heving failed
to achieve it by introducing a single form in the situation, he is not
going to do any better by introducing still more forms.“47 In other
words, it is not so much that rationality as such has been misused, but
rather that the notion of explanation and justification -« the demand
for a single form of these - is misplaced. This leads back to
Bambrough's notion of a variety of modes and means of explanation and
the centrality of inf'ormal concepts in adequate explanation and
justification. One may attempt to avoid the regress by arguing that
there is no need for explanation. One might also claim privilege for
the first step in the regress, against which the arguer must show that

there/
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there is no good reason for such a privilaga-olain.hs Bartley fails
to examine either of these attempts to avoid the regress, or to clarify
the distinction between an infiinite regress and an infinite serios.h9
This is especially odd as he himself argues that the nature of
Comprehensively Critical Rationalism is that of a never-ending process
of examination; yet he finds no difficulty in this regress, because he
claims that justification has been abandoneds.”C But this does not
excuse him from explanation and definition, and if so, he needs to give
good reasons why his own view can be accepted, while that of the traditional
rationalist cannot. Bartley, therefore, requires a closer account of
whether or not the regress argument is or need be necessarily vicious,
what tools can be used to deal with it, and why his own final position
is so different, specifically from the demand for explanation and
definition, and being different, why we might accept a privilege claim
in one case and not in the other,

There need not be, then, the spectre of a vicious infinite
regress to frighten the rationalist into changing his theory of ration-
tality, unless Bartley can offer a more detailed analysis of the nature
and function of the infinite regress argument and also evaluates
modern attempts at thwarting its viciousness. But, if it is allowed,
that Bartley has made his cage for the problem of regress, :S il the

case that the commitment involved is arbitrary? The relativist

position/
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position derives much of its strength from this note of arbitrariness,

but perhaps the concept "arbitrariness" is itself seldom clarified.

Bartley is not, however, without his supporters, for M. Cowling arguess
"Fundamental assumptions, because they are fundamental, cannot be
scrutinised, and are involved in the most extensive arbitrariness of all."51
Cowling also suggests that the demand for reasons is itself an arbitrary

preference .5 B

What is meant by "arbitrary" can perhaps best be seen

by examining Hare's refutation of such a charge in the field of morals.
The context is that of choosing to accept a way of life or not, and Hare
states: "If he accepts it, then we can proceed to justify the decisions
that are based upon it; if he does not accept it, then let him accept
some other, and try to live by iteeees To deseribe such ultimate decisions
as arbitrary, because ex hypothesi everything that could be used to
Justify them has already been included in the decision, would be like
saying that a complete description of the universe was utterly unfounded,
because no further fact could be called upon in corroboration of it.
This is not how we use the words "arbitrary" and 'unfounded'. Far

from being arbitrary, such a decision would be the most well-founded

of decisions, because it would be based upon a consideration of

everything upon which it could possibly be rounded."53 Hare suggests

that the word "arbitrary" must be inappropriate to the description of

sugh/
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such a choice, and this can apply too, to the notion of a rationalist
choosing his rationality. It need not be an arbitrary action, if in
making the choice, the rationalist can offer a total background, both

of motivation and thought, and most of all the backing of a life lived

in acoordance with his basic precepts, as evidence. Hare shows the
strength of his position by off'ering the example of a man who is
clairvoyant and can see everything that will result from his actions

and choices, Hare raises the question of whether or not such a2 man

can choose, and if so, whether this choice is arbitrarys "It would

seem beyond doubt that he could choose between two courses: it would

be strange, even to call such & choice necessarily arbitrary or
ungrounded; for if' a man knows to the last detail exactly what he is
doing, and what he might otherwise have done, his choice is not arbitrary
in the sense in which a choice would be arbitrary if' made by the toss of
a coin without any consideration of the effaota“.5“ The term "arbitrary"
suggests something that is merely chance, but as was seen of Phacal,55
there is an important difference between drawing lots though even a
limited number of lots to be drawn may significantly affect the decision
and be held to be a less than arbitrary factor, and making a choice,
regardless of whether or not one is able to give reasons for that ohoioe.56
The language of "deciding", evaluating”, and "choosing" seems to contain
the notion of better and worse, preferable, and desirable. These

characteristics are not arbitrary in the sense of capricious. "Abritrary"

can/
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can bs opposed to "necessary” and in that sense is "without basis".
But surely Bartley does not wish to claim that the traditional
rationality made decisions without any basis. There is, and must be
& difference between an adequate basis and no basis at all., When we
say that there is nothing to choose between two things, or two men for
a job, we do not mean that the choice is then arbitrary, but rather
that our preferences and psychological make=up are to be the deciding
factors, rather than the more obviously "objective" factors in the
situation., Bartley offers no examination of the meaning and scope of
"arbitrary", and it can be seen that this term, if' taken literally,

is inappropriste to the human practice of choosing, whether it be in
respect of a new hat, or a new morality.

Bartley's analysis of the infinite regress and the arbitrariness
of the commitment needed to call a halt to ihe regress has been shown
to be overbrief and inadequate, but so also is the pleture he offers
of the step of commitment., Again Bartley may be ¢ ifdc sed on
the grounds thaet he does not examine what is meant by "commiiment",
whether or not there are different sorts, and to what degree these may
be more or loss acceptédble. One wonders if it is nscessary to csocape
commitment, if it is possible to do sv, and whether Bartley's is the
best way to escape from such commitment, If, as he does, he presents
the value of his approach as that of removing the demand for
Justifieation,57 then it seems that he is in danger of offering this
positive gain 1tself as a justilfication fof adopting his poaition.sa

it/
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If there is no contradiction in such justification, albeit at a
different level, does Bartley's view not ultimately reduce itself

to a form of commitment to criticism? That is, why should we adopt
eriticism rather than commitment? VWhy should we adopt consistent
rationality, rather than mitigated or academic scepticism? This seems
an appropriate question because Bartley offers little in the way of
evidence for the value of criticisability, except as a retreat from
counitment. Can we, then, escape from commitment, and need we?
Bartley himself discusses the basic categories of logic and recognises
that these are presuppositions which are absolute and to which "we
are comaitted not as human beings, because of our biology, psychology,

or sociology, but_as arguers about the worl .“59 However, this is,
he c¢laims, no commitment to logiofo but, he still describes these
absolute presuppesitions as something to which we are "oommitted".GI
If Bartley can allow that there are certain absolute presuppositions
to which we are committed, then it is suraly appropriate for him to
analyse out what these are, and our attitude towards them. Collingwood
states that: "We do not aequire absolute presuppositions by arguing;
on the contrary, unless we have them already arguing is impossible to
use Nor can we change them by arguing; unless they remain constant
all our arguments would fall to pieces. We cannot confirm ourselves
in them by "proving" them; it is proof that depends on them, not they
on proof. The only attitude towards them that can enable us to enjoy
what they have to give us (and that means science and civilisationm,

the life of rational animals) is an attitude of unquestioning acceptance.

Ve/
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We must accept them and hold firmly to them; we must insist on
presupposing them in all our thinking without asking why they should
be thus aocoptad.”62 Collingwood stresses that we cannot question
these, for even to examine them is to use them. These absolute
presuppositions seem to have much in common with Kant's oategorieﬂ,éj
and, if this is the case, Bartley ought to make much clearer the
difference between this sort of commitment from the sort that he attacks,
Given the analysis of "arbitrary" over the last few pages, it may be
argued that there is little difference. Unless Bartley can show this
difi'erence, there seems little point to his attack on commitment,
However, a closer look is requifod at what sort of commitment
this is, There is a sense in which every science, and every claim
to knowledge, on the part of a human being is involved in taking
something for granted. For example, "The aefivity of soientific
investigation, which ever presupposes what it can never prove,
namely the ultimate rationality of the universe which it sets itself

&b These presuppositions are of the form of commitments,

to explore”.
for they govern the activity of the scientist and have far-reaching
implications. "The commitments that govern normal science specifly
not only what soris of entities the universe does contain, but also,
by implication, those that it does not.... scientific faet and theory
are not categorically separable .... that is why the unexpected
discovery is not simply factual in its import and why the scientist's

world is qualitatively transformed as well as quantitatively enriched

by/
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by fundamental novelties of either fact a-theo:y“.65

What then is

the status of this presupposition, which takes the form of a commitment
to the view that "what we know is accessible to rational enquiry, that
it is somehow inherently intelligible or rational. If it were not,
there could be no knowledge, let alone any soienca."§6 Bartley does
not say. Polany, however, attempts to enalyse more f'ully the notion
of such commitment, and states that it "might be said to expres: a
belief; where there is purposive striving, there is belief in success.
Certainly no one can be said truly to believe in anything unless he

is prepared to commit himself on the strength of his belief. We
oonclude that the holding of a belief is a commitment of which human
beings are capable, and which bears close analogy to the commitment

in which animels universally and quite inevitably engage when embarking
on a purposive course of behaviour."67 Part of what it means then to
commit oneself, is that it relates to belief rather than knowledge.
That is to say, a knowledge claim or demand must be inappropriate
to these ideas, theories, or views, It is also part of the "nature

of a belief that at the moment of its being held it cannot be fully
Justified, since it is inherent in all commitments that at the time

we engage upon them their outcome is still uncertain.'68 Thus

commitment relates to belief and incompleteness of evidence, coupled

with the need for action. The centrality of the theme of action and

60

its relation to commitment stems from the fact that "there is ultimately

no spectator viewpoint which is wholly independent of actor, nor actor
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viewpoint which is wholly independent of spaotator'",69 but also from
the fact that the traditional notion of "detachment" is impossible.
Torrance states that "our psychology insists that detachment is not

the sign of rationality, but of opene-mouthed inbocility",?o and Polanyi
that "detachment in the rigorous sense of the word can only be achieved
in a state of complete imbecility well below the normal animal's level.
In all states of mind above that, we are inevitably committed, and
usually we are committed to an approach which excludes other approaches...
detachment in the ordinary and true sense always means commitment to

s particular approach which we deem to be proper to the occasion and
disengagement from other points of view which for the time being are
inadmissible. To hold the balance between our alternative possible
approaches is our ultimate commitment, the most fundamental of all.'71
Thus in commitment we have the themes of background presuppositions,
belief, and action. Part of Bartley's problem, and indeed of much of
modern philosophy, is the over=-characterising of what this commitment
entails. Modern existentialism has influenced both theology and
philosophy, especially ethics, into an unreflective stress on decision
and commitment. What is needed, and is happening, is the realisation
that most of what we would characterise as basic commitments or absolute
presupposition stems from our heritage. "Humanity is an inherited

72

deposit taken on trust". "Qur civilization is deeply committed to
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certain beliefs about the nature of things; beliefs which are
different, for example, from those to which the early Egyptian or the

Aztec civilizations were oonmitted.'73

These belief's are imparted

usually by education, or through professional training, and from all aspeots
of literature and informal personal contacts we have, and "these

beliefs form far-reaching systems, and though each of us is direotly
affected only oy one limited part of them, we are committed by

implication to the whole pattern of which this is a peu:'i;‘."?IF Given

that much of our moral, metaphysical, scientific, and personal outlook

is imbued inte us socially and e:uZl.i’.u.raZI..'L;f,?5 we can realise that commitment
is something much less exisiential, isolated, and common, thap we are
normally led to believee Rather il tends ioc be asquiescing in the

78 unless the situation is a novel cne, or has

choices of others,
special features. Oun this basis, Bartley's analysis of what
gommitment is, is radically undermined both on the grounds that he has
failed to analyse some ol tne notions relatea to and involved in
comaitment, and to weigh the lmportance oi' these features, but also
because he may have been misled by modern literature on the theme of
comaitment, inteo overstating the occasions and the nature ol the act

of commitments Perhaps, rather the need is to stress the basic back-

ground against which and in light of which all our thinking and reasoning,
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evaluating and decision-making, is carried out. If Bartley wishes
to claim that the commitment to rationality is different from this
sort of background, he needs to argue his case.

Bartley's view of the arbitrary commitment to call a halt to the
infinite regress, has not stood up to analysis. The criticism has
been based on analysing the three notions of infinite regress,
arbitrariness, and commitment, and seeing that Bartley does not examine
what is involved in these concepts, and in the practice of them, and
whether they lend themselves to the problem of rationality which
Bartley claims they do. Without a clearer account of the rationalist
dilemma by means oi' conceptual clarification of regress, arbitrariness,
and commitment, there seems not to be the problem that Bartley thinks
there is and provides a solution to., But it may be responded, that
one is still left with irrationalism, and that this must always pose a
threat to rationalism, The question has been raised as to whether
the irrationalist can make use of the rational excuse for irrationalism,
which Bartley thinks is open to him.77 But is irrationalism so clearcut
as Bartley claims, and are the views which he designates as "irrational"
genuinely so? The basic problem is that Bartley fails adequately to
describe the diff'erences between being within and being outside a system.
He.A. Hodges has examined this problem and comments:- "Suoh'syateml are
logically watertight; if you take up your position firmly within one
of them, you can turn the edge of any objection that may be brought

against it. There is a Christian interpretation of any facts or

alleged/
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alleged facts which may be brought as evidence sgainst christianity;
Just as there are several non-christian interpretations of those

facts or alleged facts which are brought forward as evidence in

support of christianity. To one who is a christian, his own
interpretations are bound to seem the natural and obvious ones, and the
others will appear forced and unreasonable; while to one who is not

a christian the reverse will appear to the the case. For this reason,
argument between adherents of such conflicting systems is usually a
mere beating of the air. Each participant remains at the end where he
was at the beginning, only marvelling at the unreasonableness of his
opponant.“78 T+S« Kuhn has also examined the notion of system and the
idea that within a system there are built-in standards, “"paradigms",
which are accepted and used for all true/false, adequate/inadaquate,

useful/useless oonflicta.79

The differences between systems and
beliefs, and how one can move from one view to another needs to be
further examined, but what is important is that Bartley appears to
assume that the irrationalists fail to come up to some standard.so

But to the so=called irrationalist, safely within his own system, his
own view may appear perfectly logical and raticnal. Bartley has failed
to note the importance of and the causes of conflict and change within
and between various systems, and seems unaware of the dynamics of such
situations, This is an exanple of Bartley failing to take seriously
enough the role that criticism plays and discussion of a view with
someone who holds a different view, He seems to understand discussion

and criticism in terms that there is one sort of argument and standard

of argument which all discussion and argument conform to. Thus it

can/
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can be better understood when he comes to present his own view why he
leaves no room for genuine criticism and discussion, by failing to
realise the variety of types and style of argument and the importance

of diff'erent presuppositions as they affect the way in which people
actually argue and present their material for consideration. TFor there
to be such consideration the presentation of a view must allow room for
the critic to express his opinion and criticism,

Bartley allows no room for a possible third category between
"rational" and "irrational", that of "non-rational”, It cannot be
assumed without argument that if something does not come up to & standard
of rationality that it is automatically irrational. As was seen with
the notion "arbitrary", there was definitely a category of nonecapricious
explanations, which might not conform to a strict rationality, yet was
necessarily informal, and none the worse for that, This category would
allow the response to a demand for a rational basis, that the epithet
"rational” could not and did not apply.

This section has been devoted to examining Bartley's account of
the sceptical=fideist position and the threat it is supposed to
constitute. It has been shown that his analysis is faulty, his
treatment inadequate, his statement of the problem too brief, and that
he fails to take account of important and relevant features especially
in relation to the other limits of rationality. We have tried to
dissolve the problem both at the level of the rational excuse for
irrationalism, and the dilemma of ultimate commitment, and thus argue

that/



that no matter what solution Bartley offers, it is beside the point,
until and unless he is able to constitute his view clearly. There

seems no genuine problem on Bartley's terms, hence the approach and

solution are unnecessary,
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2, Bartley's Approach to Rptionality,

Bartley's problem is not what he thought it was and he fails to
make out a case for ite He overlooks what is important both in
relation to the variety of limits of rationality and in the failure
to give a thoroughgoing account of the sceptic-fideist problem and
the rationalist dilemma in terms of in{inite regress, arbitrariness,
and comnitment, He omiis what ought not to be omitted. The basie
criticism against Bartley rested on three grounds. The first has
been exanined i.e. his failurs to examine the notion of limits and
his failure to give an adequate examination to the central notions
involved in rationslity. Attentlon is now centred on the second
ground of critiocism, i.e. that Bartley's own account is not in itself
valid. PFven if he has not successfully argued for the problem of
rationality, his approach must still be exanined and weighed up on
the agsumption, for the meantime, that he has clearly stated the
problem and that it is as stateds Given this assumption, what is the
adequacy of Bartley's approach and methodology? The approach is
intimately bound up with the way that the problem is set. Bartley
delineates the dilemma as the inability of the traditional rationalist
to 1live up to his own standard of rationality.l Is there here a
genuine problemY DBartley suggests that the rationalist is in a crisis
of integrity because he fails tc live up to his ideal of rationality.a

Bartley/
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Bertley fails to draw any distinction between failure to live up to

one's ideals and having no ideals at 2ll. Vhat is it to have an ideal?
It is an empirical notion which Iinvolves, as it were, a necessary falling
short. Would one continue to have an ideal if one achieved the ideal
all the time or even ragula.rly?5 Rather, it would commonly he said

that an ideal is something out of reach, which is aimed for and which

is used as an absclute standard or guideline; yot waich is not regularly,
or perhaps even ever, achieved, The ideal, woman, ideal job, ideal
teacher, and ideal rationality are none the worse for the failing to
obtain eny of these things, and are nonetheless real, An ideal

invelves the notion of' a standard which can be kept or failed to be kept
Yet our ideals have exceptions, as scientific laws have exceptions,

and indeed legal systems too, language is not so rigid and logical

as Bartley scems to assume, for it allows for the "falling short" of

an ideal, There is a whole gamut of exceptions, mitigating circumstances,
ellowances, mistakes, cheats, and pretenders built into talk of ideals
and standards, It is the nature of both people and society to allow

for failuro."" Since this is the case, there is no serious problem

for the rationalist vis & vis integrity. It need not be part and

parcel of his exposition of rationality that one must always come up

to the perfect standard. This is surely the point of Hume's oritique

of Rationalismi to show that reason itszelf iz not and cannot be enough.

Because/
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because one is not always totally rational, need not give one qualms
about trying to be rational, 1I{ is not so much a condemnation of
one's theory of rationality as a comment about the way the world is.
By failing to examine the notion of standards and exceptions to
such standards, Bartley fails to discuss alternative solutions, or
rather dissolutions of his problem. The problem might well be
desoribed as a "straw man", for Bartley seems to assume some notion
of "c¢hoosing" or "not choosing” one's raticnality. The way he
presents the crises of identity and integrity is such that one can
either opt for or ageinst rationality. lven after his solution, he
allows that onz can still choose to be irrational.s Bartley seems to
be working with the confusion between keeping a law or standard and
choosing one,6 and the diff'erent nature of justification that is
required in each case. As has been already mentioned in the passage
on commitment, there is a distinction between entering a tradition
and upholding it, and . rarely, if ever, do we genuinely enter
into a viewpoint in some isolated, existential fashion. Rather we
grovw up within a tradition and continue to upheold it.7 There may
be some point at which choice to reaffirm the basic tenets of the
position is made, rather than to coniinue to uphold it blindly, but
this is still different in kind from choosing a viewpoint from seratch.

Hationality is entered into - if indeed that makes sense - as a going

concern/
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concern, and one wonders what sense one can attach toc the notion of
choosing a rationality or rationality itself's How could this choice
or its alternative be framed? How could it be thought at 211? This
failure to separate justification of practice or position, from an
individual action or part of either, leads only to confusion, and part
of the importance of moral and politieal phileosophy as well as
philosophy of religion, is to put this in the vroper perspective.
Bartley has fallen victim to the same tendency to confuse the two, and
as a result, creates an unreal problen,

The basic oddity of Bartley's oritique is best seen by comparing
the dilemma he presents = can one be rational about one's rationality? -
with other similar questions. 1Is logic logical? Is beauty beautiful?
Is good good? The striking thing about such questions is their extreme
oddity, and the feeling of unease theyelicit. An inappropriateness
about them is felt, which, though it may be hard to delineate, is
nonetheless real. The f'sar is that these are nonsense gquestions, and
this fear is strengthened by the fact that a response is not
fortheoming. "Of course”, one wishes to say "logic is perfectly
logical”; yet this conclusion seems to have been arrived at by logic
itself, Bartley does not examine what it is to ask this sort of
question and systematic ambiguity implicit in all such questions. As
/ittgenstein's example of thée standard yard length and his question
whether or not i% is a yard long reveals, there is a point at which

questioning must stop,9 This point may vary and we may s top where
we/
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we are unable to respond to the question, either when the question
has defeated us and we must change our view, or when we neverthsless
retain our view with the response that someday we will have an answer
to the question, One may also stop the questioning, when it is a
nonsense question or invites a nonsense snswer., But there is also
the point at which it is unreasonable to ask for further svidence.
For example, the wife who keeps asking her husband whether he loves
her, though in all that he does and says he is revealing his love.
The husband has marrie d his wife, gives her a generous allowance,
helps in the home, takes her out regularly, brings her flowers and
chocolates, never forgets birthdays or anniversaries, and constantly
expresses his affection in word and action, at the same time giving
no ground or suggestion for the belief that he is not a faithful,
thoughtful, loving husband. To such a man, the question, "Do you
really love me? " must seem unreal and unanswerable in any other way
than has already been done. Such a question must come to an end.
What needs to be clarified is whether or not any of these stopping
points has been reached, and therefore whether refusing to answer
is justified.s There is also the need to separate clearly choosing
a standard and abiding by that standard.lo Thus we are back to the
previous paragraphs, and the discussion of entering or upholding a
tradtion. There secems little sense that we can attach to the idea
of using rationality to somehow reach that rationality.

Again we are confronted with Bartley's failure to clarify his
concention of what rationality is. In the laust section, some

alternative/
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alternative views of rationality were examined and specific features
which were considered to be important. There are many such features
such as universality, generality, universal validity, but one central
one is the connection of rationality with the ability and the practice
of argument. Bartley himself claims to offer arguments for his
position and to approach the theory of rationality, as that in which
people seek to learn more by the process of critical argument.ll But
what is this process of argument, and why is no analysis of this offered
by Bartley?

This section is devoted to examination of the adequacy of Bartley's
approach to the problem he claims to present. My criticism rests on
the ground that he has failed to give an account which is in itself Gde‘qd“te
His agcount is also inadequate to the complexity of rationality.
Without an account of the role of ideals and standards, the notions
of exceptions to standards, the choice of standards over and against
the choice on the basis of such standards, Bartley's case is weakened
and his position is not valid as it stands. This oriticism may again
be associated with that from an earlier section: that Bartley omits
important limits by concentrating on the limit of logic alone,

Bartley relates that his approach is concentrated solely on the
logical problem for the rationalist; yet his approach is characterised
by psychological terninology.lz He talks of crises of identity and
integrity, and draws his description of these from psychology. It is

unclear whether Bartley is ofi'ering a conceptual or a contextual

clarification./
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clarification. The logical limitation is erucial, Bartley claims,
because it rules out rationality from the very start, if successful.
We have seen that the logical problem is misconstrued, and that there
are considerable other limitations of rationality. The preference
for the logical limitations rather than the verbal, epistemological,
social, and conceptual limitations is not a clear-ocut distinction, and
one is left wondering if Bartley is trying to give an account of some
feature of the world, or of some feature of human beings. One wonders
whether we do not, in practice, know these limits, and we would better
benefit from an account of how far understanding of the logical limits
would take one, and why this supposed logical accoun® is veiled in
psychological jargon., Even if he is justified in selecting the
logical problem of limits and has proved his case, he has then provided
no more than & necessary condition for rationality, but certainly not
a sufficient one. Thus he needs to supplement his account, given its
success, with an account of the factual, physical, psychologicel, and
practical limits and possibilities of rationality.l3

A feature of Bartley's approach is the "common structure to failure"
shared by rationalist poaitiona.lh For this, Bartley lumps together
Descartes and Hume = the rationalist and empiricist schools - stressing
that both views beg authoritarian questions and answers. 'hile there
is much to sympathise with in this view that there is a basic underlying
authoritarian structure, one wonders to what extent Bartley is justified

in sliding over the very basic differences between reason and experience,

and/
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and the varying attitudes these two views have towards thems. Is there
such a commeon structure as Bartley claims, and is this common structure
integral to rationality? Further, is this "retreat", if it be such,

to authority, as irrational and unsavoury as Bartley and Popper seem to
think., There is at least room for argument on the point. C.K. Grant
suggests that "the decision to believe an authority is not irrational

80 long as the statements at issue are subject to the appropriate kinds
of test; whether I could make the tests or understand them is irrelevant.
The essential point is that the choice of an authority is not necessarily
an arbitrary fiat of the willy I do not have to be an astronomer, even
an amateur one, to have good reasons for taking Professor Hoyle's word
about the stars rather than that of Mme, Zora. There are different
sorts of evidence that can justify, and so make rational, an empirical

belief. " ?

Bartley neceds to argue the point, not just assume it.,
Bartley is muddled, for though he talks of rationality as opposed to
theory of rationality, one is still unclear whether it is epistemology
which is the heart of his position, or rather the precursor of any
epistemology in terms of features either of the world, of man, or of
the structure of the reasoning faculties,.

The criticism against Bartley in this section has been against
his statement of the problem of rationality as the failure to live up
to that standard and the attenﬁumt-diffioultiea this raises. He has
oversimplified the situation by talk of standards and ideals without
analysis of what is involved in having such standards and ideals, how

exceptions/
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exceptions affeot them, and the difference between choosing a standard
and abiding by andlready accepted standard., Bartley fails to take
account of these concepts and how they relate to actual argument, and
discussions His account is not in itself adequate and also ccnoentrates
on one limit to the exclusion of others which are equally important if
rationality is to be understood. In the next section his alternative
theory will be examined with a view to oriticism on the grounds that
his solution is in faect not adequate either to his own needs or to the
complexity of rationality as it is found in actual argument and
discussion. The new insights which Bartley claims that Popper has
brought to rationality will be examined. It is claimed that Bartley
has in fact failed to make out his case and that his approach is faulty,
but for the sake of understanding his position and its dangers as well
as for the sake of argument it will be assumed that his method is

impeccable and attention turned to his solution to test its adequacy.



5. An Alternative Theory of Rationality

There are two key terms in the solution of the problem of

rationality, as Bartley outlines it. These are "criticism" and
"Jjustification". Bartley's new philosophy, or rather his version of
Popper's old one, is called the "nonjustificational philosophy of
criticiam".l

These key notions will be examined in turn, before a more general
eriticism of his solution is offered.

Nietzsohe commented that "efforts to justify smack of indecent
ezpoaura".2 It would appear that Bartley would agree, He defines
Justification as the giving of good raason.5 A rationsl deflence is
the giving of good reasons to justify. This same view is characterised
by A. Flew, where he asserts that "the use of 'justification' (is) a
near synonym for 'reason fer's*  Theve sxe two points at issue., Is
Justification the giving of reasons, and is it the giving of good
reasons? These are not the same, and because Bartley slurs them
together, it is unclear which he favours. It is certainly not
sufficient to state that justification is the same as giving reasons
fore There are at least three basic differences, 1l. "I can explain
ny action only by giving the reason which actually motivated me, and
not Wy giving some reason which might have motivated me but did not...
an act may be justified by pointing out any reason in its favour,
whether that reason motivated the agent or not."5 2. "I can explain
my act, by giving my reasons to anyone who is curious; but it makes

sense/
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2, Nietszsche, The will to Power.
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4. A.Flew's essay, The Philosophy of Punishment, H. Acton (ed.)p.88.
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sense to jJustify my act only in the face of prima facie reason why I
shouldn't do its If there is no reason why I should not do A, then

a justification of A is not called for."6 3+ "Not every act done for
a reason is justifiable ... There is no difference between justifying
an agt and successfully justifiying an act. When I fail to justify
my aot because the reasons I give won't wash, I do not give a bad
Justification: I have not justified it at all."7 Justification is
not equivalent to giving reasons for.

Bartley regards justification however, as the giving of goed
reasonss But this is in error, as is shown by the fact that any
reason cannot count as a justification., Bartley offers nc clue as to
what is to count as good or bad reasons, whether in general or in a
particular situation, nor what it is to justiflyy adequately as opposed
to inadequate attempts at justifying. Our "good reasons" can be
dismissed by the other party as in fact "poor" reasons, But our excellent
Justification does not become & poor justificetion, rather it is, fhen
no justification at alls Part of this problem again lies in Bartley's
failure to examine what the main features of justification are. Ve
have already seen that "justification" differs from "giving reasons".

Justification usually tends tc be backward looking. Calley kills
the Vietnamese, and is brought to trial to justify his actions.
Justification tends to be of something which has already occurred.
There are exceptions to this, where one might justify a course of

action prior to embarking on it, or an attitude that one is about to
adopt/

6. Rachels, ibid, p.307
7. Rachels, ibid, pe307
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adopt, but even in these cases the action or opinion in question is

one that 1s readily identifiable by both parties. Part of the

success of Jjustifiication depends on this basic agreement in description

of the act or opinion to be justified. HNecessarily there must also

be agreement as to what is to count as "having justified" something,

and of what "failing to justify" comsists. Justification is appropriate
in response to a question or ciriticism, That is to say that there

must be genuine aliernatives open to the person. As Flew puts it:-

"That there must be at least one alternative is brought out by considering
that 'There is no alternative' is always either a suifficient justification
or & sufficient reason for saying that the question of Jjustification does
not arise.“a AJPs Griffiths also remarks that "When it is suggested
that there is a reason for acting in one way rather than another, the
suggestion requires justification, in the absence of which the suggestion
nay be reasonably ignored.“9 There can be no criticism or questioning
if one is in a situation where there is no alternative or cheice. This
also entails that where there is no criticism, no question, or ne
alternative, there can be no demand for justification or need to justify.
One responds that the justification demand is inappropriate.

Wittgenstein commented that justifications must come to an end souewhere.lo
There have, however, been a variely of stopping=-points for justification.

Quinton in his Encyclopaedia article on "Knowledge and Belief" says:=-

"Philosophers/

8. Flew, ibid, p. 89

9« "Ultimate Moral Principles: Their Justification", Encyclopaedia
of Philosophy, Vol.8, p. 181

10. Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations, 217, 485; P. Winch,
The Idea of a Social Science, pe39.
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"Philosophers have fastened on two forms of intuitive knowledge which,
by standing as the uninferred first premises of all inference, can
terminate the regress of justification., PFirst there are self-evident
necessary truths, and, second, there are basic contingent stateménts,
immediately justified by the experiences they report and not dependent

on the support of any further statable items of knowladga."ll

Mabbott
points out that in Flew's analysis of punishment he talks only of
Justifying "something as an alternative to something else or against

a counter-charge, and these two justifications might well difler.

Flew adds that we may also Jjustify something by reference to principles
and persons."12 More basically we can see that part of this notion

of justification reaching an end, must be seen in light of recognising
that in fact we do vary our justification attempts according to
circumstances, the object in question, the persoh who is'making the
justification demand, the strength of' that demand, and its nature, as
well as according to our own view of the propriety of justification.
For example, "a sufficient justification for inferring a conclusion from
a set of premises is to see that the conclusion does in fact follow.

To insist on any further justification is not to be extra cautieus;

it is to display a misunderstanding of what inference is., ILearning

to infer is not just a matter of being taught about explicit logical
relations between propositions; it is learninrg to do aome'l‘.h:l.n.g;."]"3

Also on the notion of Jjustifying inducticn, "It appears upon exanination

that/

11. Quin ton, "Knowledge and Belief", Encyclopaedia of Philosophy,
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12, J. Mabbott, "Professor Flew on Punishment”, The Philosophy of
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that the task of the logical justification of induction, as classically
conceived, is framed so as to be a priori impossible of solution., If
induction is by definition nondeductive and if the demand feor justification
is, at bottom jthat induction be shown to satisfy the conditions of
correctness appropriate only to deduction, then the task is certeinly
hopeless.s But to conclude, for this reason, that induction is
basically invalid or that a belief based upon inductive grounds ecan
never be reasonable is to transfer, in & manner all too enticing,
oriteria of evaluation from one domain to another domain, in which they
are inapprcpriate."lh Justification varies according to the object

in question, and according to the persons "What would serve &s
Justification against one charge and for a Roman Catholic could be
simply irrelevant against another and for an atheist humenist... In
any one context (i.e., where the same values are given to all the
variables) there may be two logically separate acceptable justifications
both independently sufficient. And surely this is not merely possible
but likely. TFor the fields of human causation, motivation, and
justification are precisely those in which overdetermination is most
comaon. (An action is said to be overdetermined when at least two
motives were at work to produce it, either of which alone could have
been sufficilently strong to do so separately. The concept, mutatis
mutandis, obviously caen and should also be applied to matters of

15

camsation and justification." Bartlett comments thati~ "There are

two/
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two types of justification. One, properly called verification,

consist in discovering steps which are connected in a chain of cause

and effect, or of reason and consequent, from the evidence as it has

been presented to whatever completion has been believed. The details,

items, or events in this chain are all treated as having properties in

no way different from those of the items of the initial evidence.

The other type of justification is by results and in action on the

part of the believers. The first kind disposes of belief, replacing

it by scientifically or intellectually attested understanding. The

second kind seeks to make the belief stronger and more clearly necessary.”

Bartlett himself favours the latter believing that "the only available

decisive justification is in terms of results. Anyone who rejects this

essemust either fall back upon a purely intuitive position, saying that

a belief's justification is exactly the same thing as a belief's

acceptance, or must try to rest a case on internal consistency within

a belief syatem.“17
Bartley fails to analyse out this notion of justification, and to

clarify both conceptual and contextual justification. He is concerned

with justifying rationality as & whole, but draws no distinction

between justifying one particular rational action or belief and the

holistic justification he seeks., This erucial distinction between

justification of an aot and of a practice, has already figured largely

in thise acoount,la but Bartley must give some analysis of the need te

Justify/

16, Sir Frederick Bartlett, "Religion as Experience, Belief, Action",
Riddell Memorial Lecture, p.36

17. Bartlett, ibid, pape26=7

18. See above p.p 69 t{ and footnoteCp.p.biff  J. Rawls, "Two
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Jjustify the practice as a whole, given that the rationalist is able to
make genuinely rational decisions and to hold more or less rational
views in practice. Part of the systematic ambiguity of "justification"
is that it can refer either to actions or opinions and views, but
nowhere does Bartley comment on this distinction or analyse its
importance. It is surely better to clarify exactly what concepts we
are seeking to understand and replace before we try to replace them to
solve a problem which may he conceptually or contextually dissolved.

Bartley seeks to rid us of justification, but it is unclear what
this is, If taken literally, one might no longer be reguired to
Justify one's actions or views, What would then hepoen to our
understanding of "justif'iable homicide" or "justifiable critiecism"?
Justification seems to be an essential feature in response to criticism,
given the appropriate conditions. Unmitigated criticism is not an
explication of the way we live, and Bartley must show more clearly that
justification inevitably breaks down. This he has not done. Thus
there is a good deal more to justification than Bartley seems to think
end his account is faulty becauvse of failing to note the necessiry point
and strength of justification in practice.

Turning from "justification" to the other key term "critici=m",
this concept will be examined, and then, in light of this, Bartley's
position evaluated and his failure to examine criticism and its role
in ergument will be noted while seeking to present the very features
Bartley overlooks. In other words, the complaint against Bartley at

this/
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this point is that his own account is internally invalid because of
his failur to examine both the concepts of "justification" and‘eriticism",
and that an adequate approach to rationality must not only raise the
question of the nature of criticism and its relation to rationality, but
seek to analyse "criticism" to clarifly tho nature of rationality.
Bartley presents the correct issue but does not deal with it successfully
nor adequately. He gives a good example of the important features of
rationality which require to be grasped to apply it successfully to
argument, while himself failing to go far enough.

Some of the basic features of "criticism" are as follows: criticism
requires standards. By this is meant that one needs tc know vhat is
to count as criticism, as well as its means and modes.
It will be seen that there are different kinds and types of criticisa,
and, this being the case, the need for definition of standards of and
for criticism becomes all the more essential, Criticism itself need
not be so destructive as Bartley seems to imply. Criticism, in
essence, ought to be based on neutrality, allowing for both positive
and negative criticisms, "To criticise is always tc judge, but in
popular speech there is of'ten the additional sugiestion that the judgment
is adverse s.ess but criticism can also be favourable, and more generally
it can refer to the whole process of evaluation, whether its conclusions

19

are favourable or unfavourable." Criticism also presupposes that one
is acquainted in some way with the object of criticisms. "A necessary
condition of holding the right to eriticise cannot, then, be direct

experi.ence/

19 ReSe Downie, "The Right to Criticise", Philosophy, Vol.XLIV,
1969. p.llé.



experience of what we are criticising, but may, more generally, be
knowledge of it; we must be correetly informed about the facts (if

we have not ourselves experienced them) otherwise our right to oriticise
can be blocked, as when we say, 'You don't know all the fasts, so you
have no right to critioise‘."20 The occasion of coriticism most generally
results when something goes wrong. Vhen there is some fallure or error,
criticism in order to bring about change or improvement, or to eliminate
error is appropriate, Acton comments that:= "Critioisam, oven when
directed on statements or theories, is en attempt to seoure correctionle
That is, there is little occasion for criticism, if' everything is
satisflactory. This, however, is not strictly correct, for one might
criticise on the bssis of tightening up particular conceptual weaknesses,
or in order to bring "into fuller light the truth expressed in a

doctrine or the value of an institution."22 Thus criticisa may be
apposite to clarification, explanation, and understanding, as well as

the removal or mitigation of error. If this is the case, then Bartley's
attack on the "tu quoque" is weakened, because even within an arbitrary
commitment, few, if any irrationalist, would wish to claim that there

is no room for criticism based on descriptive and explicative termse.

The "tu guoque" is not the end of all eriticism. Criticism also implies
that one has appropriate backing for the criticism, "One way cof denying
that a person has that right (i.e. to criticise) is to deny that he can
provide the appropriate backing for his criticism ... Tﬁe attempt to
criticise may be blocked before the question of backing can arise at

all."zj/

20, Dowmie, ibid, pe.117
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22. 8orley, "Tradition", p«.?4.
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all."z3 This backing may be in the form of evidence, or authority.
Understanding and intelligence are also presupposed, in that it is
assumed that there is the capacity to follow the criticism and see the
point of it. This leads naturally to the capacily to adapt in light
of criticism, or to meet the criticism in some other way. One must
have, therefore, the opportunity to answer the criticism either vy
counter argument or by the ability {o benefit from it in practice.
Downie comments that criticism, specifically, is usually of "pecple,
thaeir actions or their artefacts" and this "may be either moral or none

o This is important. Ve would not criticise a child unless

moral" .
he was cble to appreciate the criticism and benefit from it - at least,
we would not critiocise to any point, unless this were so. If one is
confronted with a compulsive alcoholic, physically and psychologically,
criticism would seem out of place in light of ' is problem, More
especially, if one were confronted with a situation where one could
eriticise an old lady for what she had done, but the effect of that
criticisn would be to drive her to suiecide, one would be aware of the
need to judge whether or not it was appropriate to criticise, regardless
of the consequences and morality of the action.

In general, it hzs beccme clear that criticism can be more or less
appropriats, and that inevitably criticism must vary with circumstances,
the personal relation one bears to the person criticised, the objeot

oriticised, and one's view of the object or beliefs It is crucial that

the/
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the diversity of objJects of criticism and that the appropriateness of
different sorts of criticism be understoods One might criticise ideas,
traditions, institutions, values, morals, people, and states of affairs,
These vary in the type and nature of criticism which is appropriate,

One might of'fer theoretical, practical, psychological, psychoanalytiec,
moral, or religious eriticisms. The standafds and modes ef approach

in esch case must vary considerably. So, too, there are different
levels of criticism, in the sensé of the holistie approach, or the
analytic, or perhaps some other free-form, abstract criticism. Polanyl
makes this point by use of the illustration of a pianist and his playing
a sonata, then analysing the musical phrases, finger by finger, so that
he loses the capacity properly to play the sonata as 2 whole.25

This is a orucial point, which Polanyl desoribes as a distinction
between proximal and ﬂistal.26 This epplies too to criticism. One
mey try to eriticise the individual brushstrokes or the setting of the
characters in & picture. These require different modes and standards.
Even Popper realises that anything, but specificelly the analysis of
the problem of change, is "in danger of being coumpletely buried under

the mounting heap of the minutiae of textual critioism.“27

That is,
that excessive detailed criticism can destroy the appreciation of the
whole, and vice versa.

Bartley ought to have off'ered a similar analysis of what is

involved/
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involved in criticism, rather than merely stating that what is necessary
i: the nonjustificational philosophy of criticism. The point is whether
or not Bartley's position is adequate to the complexity of rationality
without such a closer analysis of such centrel features as "criticism"
and the role they play in the practical effect of rationality in all
types of argument, Can criticism, as it has been analysed, fulfil the
role that Bartley has, by virtue of his philosophical predilection,
carved out for it? Bartley suggests that everything is to be held

open to oriticism,za and that this oriticlsm is infinite, yet not
regressiva, The regress has already been commented on, so now
concentration centres on this idea of leaving everything open to
criticismes It is not possible to hold everything open to criticism

at once, as Bartley himself rooognisea,29 for we need, as Urmson puts
it, " a fixed point to move the world with ome's lever“.jo The
problem is, however, that it is unclear as to the basis on which the
choice of a standpoint, from which to eriticlse 2ll else, ought to be
made o Everything cannot be hold under the mieroscope at once, but

are we as free as Bartley suggests to hold everything in turn under

the microscope? It is not possible or desirable to held ewerything
open to criticism. There are certein very basic things which it is
impossible to imagine ever doubting.jl Can it properly ever be doubted
that 2+2=4, or that humens ought to be moral, that murder is wrong, that

time/
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time and space are gomehow "given", or that person predicates are
central Lo our humanity, and thai machines are machines? There are,

T belisve, basic beliefs which canunol sver be guesiionsd appropriately
or even the form thal such & guestloning would take imaginede Bartley
himsell seems to agree with this point when he talks of logic being
basic, and not open tc revision in its primary form.32 But il this

is the case, bBartley is surely contradiciing the notion of holaing
everything open tco criticism, espscially if this is either impossible
or unnecessary. Il DBartley allows ithat certain things hold good by
virtue of our role as "arguers aboui the world", how much more do certain
things hold by virtae of being‘ggggg?ij Une need not hold things open
tc criticism unless there is the occasion or nved for eriticism or
response., Lt is, as Xuhn siresses, appropriate only in time of crisis.
Alco it is necessary that there be ithe opportunity to resolve the
eriticism, or else it is irrelevanl &nd inappropriaie., Kuhn suggests
the noticn of a "crucial experiment” by which one is able to judge
between two viaws?5 It is not possible or necessary to hold everything
open to criticism.

But this notion of "holding everytiing open to oriticisa", is
itself puzzling. Atteantion has alrsady been drawn to the different
sorts of eriticism and the need for standards. “hat is necessary
is the delineation of a standard for this best ol criticism, for the

test being completed, and for successf'ul completione The problem is

that/
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that there are pasic diflerences between criticisam ol a philosophy
essay and a mathematical prosi's Right/wrong, true/false, adequate/
inadequate, pass/fail, are all very difierent dichotomies, and
properly to understand the kind of c¢riticism Bartley wishes to commend,
we neea & thorough account of what sort ol standard and test Bartley's
view of oriticism entails.

There are also various moves by which one might seek to end
criticism, Oome ol these were examined in the section on "justif'ication".
One might respond to criticism stating that it is not in order, i.e.
criticism is beside the pointe +he grounds of this statement might be
one oi the followiung, Criticism is beside the point because it is
irrelevant, in the sense that it is inappropriate to the object or
belief’ under discussion. It may be beside the point in the sense
that, even if it is true, it is as nothing compared with the belief
or theory held. ‘That is to say that one might accept the f'orge of the
criticism, yet reject the result or the criticism., This is in line
with Job's comment concerning his faith in God, "Yea, though he slay
me, yet 1 will trust hin.“36 This inveolves & value=judgement, but
Bartley needs to show that this is inappropriate in light of' the
oriticism off'ered. Another manoeuvre would be to respond to the
criticism by suggesting that there is something wrong with it, though
at the moment, one is not certain what is wronge. COne is saying that

one will'somadqy, somehow, prove that the eriticism is wrong. lore

basically,/
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basically, one might simply claim that for the time being, the view
or belief must be held beyond criticism, because it is essential to the
methodology that one is l'ollowing, or the experiment one is conducting.
llore simply yet, one may simply answer the criticisms and thus dissolve
thems One necd nod, without a goou aeal oif argument, retreat to
acceptance of commitment, as Bartley assumes.

bBartley's view of criticism is lacking in detailed analysis, and
his claim to hold everything open to criticism is stated without
examining the alternative steps available., [However, Bartley's position
has more speciiic problems. 1t will be seen that bartley's view is
overlogical, and accordingly too narrow, when his presentation of the
various oﬁ;nks, which he claims are central to criticism is examined.
hat is the basis of criticism which Bartley suggestis is necessary?
Is it reason or experience? Or is it the case that one takes the data

from anywhere and overywhere?

If this is the case, and this appears
implicit in Bartley's account, some standard is still needed to judge
the adequacy and success of the criticisme. Yo do this properly one
needs to know and evaiuate the bases of oriticisme. Dbartley seems to
preauppbse that oritvicism is worth doing, rather than to indulge in
description or preaching. This involves a value judgement, whether
or not the irrationalist argument holds, for Bartley siresses the
importance of risking error boldly tc learn more about the world; but
why should anyone adopt this stress rather than one of seeking, at all
costs, to avoid error and maintain only what can be absolutely known?

In & sense, Bertley's position seems to result from the fact that our

rationality/
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rationality is limited, and criticism enables us to eccape from such
limitetions. The judgement thal criticism must be used, must also be
limited. Buartley makes no mention of this problem, and no attexpt to
respond to it, The provlem i: parallel to the theological statement
of the fallenness ol man, which itself musl be a fallen stulement,
Similarly, Bartley claims thut criticism is unlimitad.j? We wight
wonder if this is unlimited practically or theoretically or bothe If
it is possible to have all knowledge as & resull of criticism, then
total rationalilty is possible. This would seem unlikely, but Bartley
oi'l'ers no reason %o accept proximaie explanation over and against
ultimate explanation.38 Bartley states that his view of criticism
is itselfl up for revision and oriticism, but no means are given by
whioh to oriticise oriticlism, and Watkins analyses the very basic
problem that this oreates for Bartley.59
The basic problem is that it leuves the oritic no ground to stand
on, This is part of the puzzle of Bartley's view, He first of all
suggests thot everything is open to criticism and that therefore,
every kind of criticism must be accepted. But is this not uliimately
to weaken the eflect of eriiticismn, by the inability to separate out what
is important from the unimportant and the relevant from the irrelevant?
For there to be genuine argument it is not sufficient merely to know
what is to count as a valid argument, but also what is invalid., If

all and every criticism is by definition &llowed, then there cen be no

real/
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real criticism for nothing is irrelevant and nothing unimportant, Part
of the nalure of criticism and ergument rests on the fact that net all
oriticism is relevant or important sc that one concentrates on what is
inportant and relevant in order to aporeciate better the nature of what
one is discussing. It is like the faculty of nemory. We do not and
cannot recall everything we have seen and done, and il we did, as has
been the case in certain ncteble cases, then there is the constant denger
of breakdown, due tc what can only be called overloading, where there is
no selection taking place of the things which are important and relevant
to recall and those which are useless and even positively harmful to our
capacity to function successfully as humen beings coping properly with
our environment., Watkins takes this a step further and suggests that
not only in effect but in its very nature Bartley's account runs into
difficulties because it leaves no room for the oritic to stand. This

is in fect the third ground of criticism which is the background of the
eritique of Bartleye. Firstly, the omission of cothsr limits of rationality
and central features of rationality was noteds Then it was argued that
Bartley': own account was not in itself adequate for his own demands, nor
was it adequate 1o the complexity of ratlicnelity. In other words, a
fuller acoount of rationality is reaquired. The final general ground

of coriticism has now emerged within the ccntext of oriticising Bartley
in 2 fashion parsellel t- his own presentations Thiz is the unacceptable
conclusion his position leads toe This is that the critic has no ground
to stand on. This is the case from seeing the kind of account of
oriticism Bartley presents, but it is also the case from the very statement

of Bartley's own thesis, as Watkins also has discovered.

Av/
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An attempt has been made to show the unclarity of Bartley's view
and how it must break down in the face of closer analysis of what
criticism is and how it is practised, But if it is assumed that Bartley
is correct, it may be considered whether or not his view makes any
genuine difference., The danger is that Bartley's view reduces to the
idea that one will always be able to make some criticism against any
view, This notion that some criticism will always be relevant, i.e.
that there is always something to be said against a view, is singularly
unhelpful., It trivialises criticism and reduces the position to & mere
platitude. Yet until Bartley clarifies the diff'erence between this
trivial view and his own analysis of criticism, we are left with the
situation where his view is unworkable in light of what criticism is,
and thus must be in danger of reducing to a mere platitude.ho

Bartley suggests that what is of true importance is that we ought
to learn about the world by eritical srgunsnt.hl This is achieved
by two main tools - testability and refutability. In other words the
main stress is on criticism with a view to trying to fhlsify.ha The
rationality of a belief is its ability to withstand eriticism, and any
"position may be held rationally regardless of justification provided
it can be and is held open to criticism and survives severe taating“.aj
There are a cluster of problems here. Is criticism and survival of
testing the same thing? What are the standards for testing and

adequate passing or failing of the test? What is the relation of these

views/
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views to truth and error? Bartley tells us that views will and can
be held only provisionally, for there might be successful refutation
sometine.h# But that there is no establishment of truth or error.45
That is, even if a view is refuted by criticism, it may still be correct,
and if a view survives testing and criticism, it may still, one day, be
shown to be false. This is the standard with which Bartley and Popper
wish to replace our traditional views. This inevitably conflicts with
our views of right and wrong, true and false. There are some things
which are Jjust known to be trus, and which can never be envisaged or
conceptualised am changings This must therefore, lead to the threat
of relativism which Bartley seeks to avoid.a6 The position is similar
to that of the Coherence theorists, who rejected absolute truth, and
held that "rejection is provisional",47 as was acceptance, i.e. truth

had degrees of raality.ha

We normally believe that we have sufficient
evidence to count many things as true, and we cannot easily believe that
these ought to be held open to criticism, far less trying to give an
account of what criticism could be appropriate to this theme. Bartley
and Popper have been misled concerning the nature of truth, falsity and
error by trying to fit these terms into a philosophy of science mould,
derived from examination of scientific change, Popper comments:- "A
false theory may be as great an achievement as a true one. And many

false theories have been more helpful in our search for iruth than some

less interesting theories which are still accepted. For false theories

can/
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can be helpful in many ways: they may suggest some more or less radical
modifications, and they may stimulate oriti.e.:i:un."l'9 All that may be
true, but it does not change the fast that the theory is false and in
general, we are more concerned with truth, in some sort of universal,
general, enduring sense.

This oriticism must also apvly to Bartley's view that we can learn
about the world by critical argment.5o It was commented that his view
of eriticism was too narrow and overlogical, What is meant by this is
that there is more to criticism than argument and logic. Rationality
is not equivalent to logic, validity, or true premisses, Criticism,
as has been seen, is relevant in psychological, moral, religious, and
practical terms as well as in logical. Bartley fails to give an account
of how his logical picture of testability and refutebility, as features
of eriticism, compares and contrasts and is relevant to the many other
kinds of oriticism, which are more readily identifiable in our everyday
living. Bambrough comments on such informal modes of explanation, giving
two examples:= "One consists in the perception of hitherto unrecognised
patterns in the otherwise bewildering and variegrated details of facts
that are themselves well known but imperfectly understood in their
relations to one another, The other is the striving, no less rational
for being also imaginative, to achieve a vivid realisation of the truth

of what are already recognised as truths" ,51 and also refers to "occasions

when we can achieve and convey knowledge and understanding by seeing

and/
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and showing a pattern of relationships between a set of items in which
each separate item is already available for inspection, where no item
is hidden and no further data are called for, and where nevertheless,
the process of exhibiting the pattern is not one of perfirming formal
deductive transformations of the existing date or premisas.?sz There
is a whole language of insight, emotion, f'eeling, intuition, empathy,
sympathy, and general gestalt theory, which is appropriate to mach of
our moral and religious, as well as political and practiocal living.
We are given no rationale for ignoring it, in favour of the adoption
of logico=scientific criticisms. Bartley appears to leave little or
no room for experience, faith, revelation, and insight, whether or not
in the religious sense. IHe needs to ofler a fuller apprediation of
the informal characteristics which are the mark of much of our thinking
and appreciation in art, religion, and even in some views of seientific
progress. We learn more about the world informally by the means suggested,
than by any process of critical argument. A more deotailed presentation
of the various limits of rationality would help obviate this oriticism,
but leads back to one of the three general attacks on Bartley, in this
case, that he omits important features of rationality and the limits of
rationality.

Bartley does off'er some analysis of what he thinks is appropriate
as an adequate basis of criticism. This is the four checks of logic,

53

sense-observation, scientific theory, and the problem, Bartley
states that these are in descending order of importance, but he fails
to tell us what is to be done if conflict arises between the various

checks,/
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checks, and what value is to be put on them, given considerable variation
in the applicability of each. In other words, a calculus is required

of applicability and value. Bartley begins with logic. Consistency

is necessary only if strioctly logical standards are required. For
example, allowances are made for people who behave inconsistently, and
people still continue to have dealings with them despite their illogical
behaviour. Logic tells us only if the relation between premise and
conclusion is valid, Unfortunately, if it is not, we do not know
wherein the breakdown lies, e.ge which premise is at fault. Logic is
severely limited in this respect, and can only deal with formal structures.
Given this, how is it to be used and compared with the check of sense-
observation? The object of our sense-observation is to seek an empirical

refutation, according to Barthy.Bh

But surely sense-experience is
also used in a more positive sense, to offer a proof of a position.
Sense-observation can, however, lead astray, but logic may be no safeguard
against this, witness the Flat Earth Society. Bartley has the check

of scientific hypothesis. The problem here is the bewildering variety
of' opposing theories, which are still sub- judice, awaiting further
evidence, What is the standard for choice between these theories?
Bartley then lists the check of the problem and asks whether the theory
solves the problem it is intended to. Bartley has limited the object
of eriticism to theories, without examining whether or not these are the
sole objects of criticisms In short Bartley's four checks of coriticism
are neither adequately presented nor themselves easily integrated into

one level of procedure. A clearer picture is required of what each check

entails/
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entails and how each check relates to the others,
However, it is to this assumption of theories being designed to

solve speeific problems and indeed the more general assumption which he
is making that knowledge is problem-based, that attention is turned.
The problem is that the concept of "problem-based" knowledge fails to¢
dictate what the problem is and whence it has arisen. Is it logical,
conceptual, contextual, or social? This is relevant, for the approach
and solution to each problem may vary considerably along a right/wrong,
adequate/inadequate, better/worse scale., Mathematical problems have
little in common with moral and metaphysical problems. Definitions of
problems and of solutions must inevitably vary. The theologian may
have a problem about the love of God and the presence of evil in the
world: the politician of believing all men %o be equal, yet by political
necessity voting for an opposite view. The lover may have the problem
of how to prove his love. The statements of, and solutions to these
problems must vary in context and description, according to appropriateness
to the problem concerned and according to the relevant limit of rationality
involved, which Bartley does not deal with. More crucially, it is not
always possible to know why & problem is solved and yet to have solved it.
All knowledge is not probleme~based and cannot be expounded in that mould,.

"Love mot me for comely grace

For my pleasing eye or face,

Nor for any outward part

No, nor for my constant heart:

For these may fail or turn to ill,

So thou and I shall sever.

Keep,/
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Keep, therefore, a true woman's eye,
And love me still, but know not whye...'ss

The knowledge that we are in love, like this painting, believe in
God, recognise the equality of all men, and that promise~breaking is bad,
is not based on any problem situation. A person may not be able to
expound why he knows, but that is not to say that he does not know,
There is some element of skill, appreciation, sympathy, and mastery
which is basic to much of knowing how as well as knowing that. The
question of the problem to be solved is not always appropriate, and
without a closer account of the interrelation of these checks, which
Bartley offers, it may be doubted whether he has established his case.

The argument has tried to show that Bartley's solution is faulty
because of his failure to clarify and substantiate his claims for
Justification, oriticism, error, and the critical checks he offers.
But if it were allowed that Bartley's view was valid and coherent, the
problem is still left of what the status of the view is, VWhat exactly
is he trying to do? To offer an account of human or of methodological
limitations, of some feature of the world, or about humens in relation
to the world? One wishes to know how Bartley arrived at his view, for
at times he talks as if it were revelationary.56 Is Bartley seeking to
examine rationality itself, or the presuppositions of rationality, or
the preconditions of rationality? The basic nced is for some cashing

out of his view by offering concrete examples of criticism at work.

It/
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It would be particularly helpful if a clear account were given of the
difference between being in or out of a system and what it is to adopt,
to adapt, and to reject a system or theory of belief,

'The danger which arises from Bartley's failure to give such a
deseription is that on his own account there is no room for the critic
to attack Bartley's view or anyone elses in & meaningful way. This
arises from the points which have been made concerning the openness of
CeCeRe to every criticism, Bartley's failure to distinguish between
winning and losing an argument, and that error counts, in Bartley's view,
for as much as truth, What this means is that in the acgtual situation
of' argument anything and everything is going to count, yet this must
reduce the cffectiveness of making the relevant and importani points
affect the situation by reducing them to the level of everything which
is irrelevant and unimportent. Without having a standard for winning
or losing an argument there can be no room for the critic because his
position cannot stand over a:.d ageainst that of his opponent Bartley.

For all that the oritic may know he may be supporting Bartley, and

indeed this is what Bartley tends to suggest when he talks about the

need for others to criticise his view, but, of course, the more that

they criticise the more will his case be proved to be correct. The
problem is that if this is true and if' as, he also suggesls that error

is as important and relevant as truth, then the critic can never wiﬁ, there
can be no conclusion to the argument or discussion except that which will
favour Bartley, and this surely is the death of discussion and argument
between opponents. There can in fact be no real opposition to Bartley

for/
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for in the very act of eriticising or attacking him, one is simply
proving his case., In argument between opposing views it is at least
possible usually for the one to porsuade the other and vice versa, but
if this is no longer true, it must be questioned whether or not there is
real argument and discussion. And if it is not real argument and
discussion it suggests that there is something fatally wrong with
Bartley's ascount,

The criticism of Bartley mey be most generally summed up as the
complaint of the failure on his part to clarify what he is doing, and to
examine closely enough the concepts involved. As has been iargued / .
shown, the result of these failures has been to undermine the position of
Bartleye The criticism has been based on his own account, yet has had
three basic grounds behind it, It has been complained that he omits
important limits and features of rationality, that his account is in
itself inadequate as seen by the lack of details concerning justification
and criticism, the difficulty of holding everything open to criticism,
the cddity of seeking to falsify, and the inadequacy of the four checks
offered by Bartley. This has been the particular stress in this section
but with it, the final ground of criticism has also emerged, that of
Bartley's exclusion of the possibility of criticism and attack against
his views A brief aeccount o’ the little literature that has followed
Bartley's work is now presented before evaluating Bartley's own evaluation
of his work. Bartley's position concerns a basic view of what philosophy
is: yet he ignores modern stresses in philosophy, e.g. linguistic and
congeptual analysis, in favour of criticism, This nceds evidence and

support, as well as refutation of opposing views of philosophye.



L4 Recent Discussion of Bartley
JJW N, Watkins briefly outlines Bartley's Comprehensively Critical

Rationalism as fulfilling the demand that it be rational according to
its owmn account of rationality.l Once a supporter, Watkins claims

that it will not do on the grounds that it is "a perfect example of what

Dr. J. Giedymin calls a dictatorial atrategx".z This means that C.C.R.
(WatkinS' abbreviation) is uncriticisable, whereas, for its integrity, 5.}.
must be criticisable. Giedymin stresses that it should not be permitted
that a chosen player may win the game, however it may go, and Watkins
claims that this is exactly the position of the defender of C.C.R.

Watkins analyses Bartley's position into two parts., "l. A rationalist
can and should hold all his positions open to cr:l.ticiam“,3 and "2, That

& rationalist can and should hold all his positions open to criticism is

a position that he can and should hold (so long as it withstands criticiaml"h
This leads to "3, That a rationalist can and should hold all his positions
open to criticism is itself a position that he can and should hold open

n Watkins then discusses Bartley's own a%tampts to show

to eritieism,
that C.C.R, is not a position that can be held open to criticism,.

Watkins stresses that by "critieism" must be meant something non-trivial.
He states:= "If no restriction were placed on 'criticisable’, a
challenge to show that C.CeRs is not criticisable could not possibly be
met: it would be 'dictatorial strategy' in Giedymin's sensa."6 Watkins
claims that even in a restricted and nonetrivial sense of "eriticisable",
Bartley's view is still a "dictatorial strategy".

Watkins/
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Watkins examines Bartley's view of what counts as criticism. He
notes the problem of arguing that one's own view is oriticisable without
over or underdoing that. MNere assertion is not enough, but conclusive
proof rebuts the position. Bartley's line is that what is necessary
would be "an ergument showing thet at least some of the Unjustified and
unjustifisble eritical standards necessarily used by a comprehensively

eritical rationalist were criticisable to boot.“7

This is not & genuine
possibility, Watkins argues, for "no opponent could show that some
standard used by a comprehensively oritical rationalist is uncritieisable
in the scnse that it 1s not open to adverse comment of any kind.

Suppose, however, that he produces a cogent argument purporting to show

that it is not open to anything that Bartlesy counts as genuine criticism.

Then thet weuld constitute a highly damaging eriticism of the standard

in question, in view of the C.C.Re itself, which requires a rationalist

to hold all his positions open teo criticisme IHence it is impossible
for & critic to show that & critical standard necessarily used by a
comprehensively critical rationalist is unoriticiaable."a The anti-
Bartley must show, on Bartley's eccount, that a standard is necessarily
used by the comprehensively critical rationalist, and this is what
Wetkins claims is impossible because of the disoursive nature of Bartley's
account.

CeCeRe is not and cannot claim to be criticisable and be such,

because/
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because there is no risk that this will happen. This results from

the relation of 1,2, and 3 above, so that any attempt to show the falsity
of 3, must also be an argument for the falsity of 2 and 1, and, if proved,
would show that C.C.R. is criticisable, thus proving that 3 is true.

“In support of the claim that C.C.R, is criticisable we ara shallenged
to eriticise it in a certain way - namely, by trying to show that it is
unoritioilahlet"g Thus, "if the critic ocomes nowhere near to meeting
the challenge, Bartley wins; a&and if the eritic does come near to

meeting the challenge, the critic loses, since his nearly successful
criticism establishes eriticissbility. Bartley's anti-justificationism
means that there is no onus on him to justify C.C.R.; the onus is on
his oritics to rebut it; but it is assured in advance that they cannot
de what they are challenged tc does It scems a perfect example of
Giedymin's "dictatorial stratngy'."lo Bartley's response would appear
to be that this at least shows that C.C.%. is criticisable, but that we
night separate out levels of coriticism. Vatkins replies that this
“oriticism" is merely "Pickwickian", and that the status of C,C.R. is
bagically faulty. Thus Watkins claims that the rationalist problem is
still with us. His own golution is that the rationalist "should try to
be as rational as he can sbout the belief's and opinions he holda.“ll

This can be held on morazl grounds rather than rational, escaping any

self-/
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self-defeating position., The irrationalist cannot taunt that such a
rationalist holds his fundamental belief's in the same way as the
irrationalist.

Agassi, Jarvie, and Settle reply to Vatkins oritique.auggasting
that he uses an "idea quite alien to Bartley's view, the idea, namely,
that if a theory emerges from criticism, unharmed, then it emerges
viotorious."l2 Bartley, they claim, has no such maxim as, "endorse
a victorious view".l5 Bartley specifies only conditions for defeat,
not for victory. "It does not follow that Bartley or Watkins or any
other rationally inclined person has to cmbrace doctrines which have
been successfully criticise&.“lh Agassi, Jarvi, and Seitle then
draw the distinciion between & doctrine and & docirine about dootrines,
end argue that "as a docirine it cen be retain=d or given up whether or

15 .

not it conforms to its own dootrine. Criticisability can be shown
only efter the event, and this "does not show that C.C.R. (or eny other
theory) bas, will be, or should be, given ug.“l6 Vatlkdns, it is
claimed, confuses criticisabilitly with consistency, and "the vulnerab=-
:ility of C.C.#. to attack is sse. independent of the fact that every

attack establishes the criticisability of the progran as a whole.“17

This defence, however, "does not show that C.C.R. should be embraald."la
This is still an open questione Two brief appendices follow examining

various/

12, Agassi, Jarvie, Settle, "The Grounds of Reason", Philosophy,
- KIVI, January, 1971, pekl.
13. agassl, Jarvie, Uettle, ibid, peid4
1, Agessi, Jarvie, Settle, ibid, pe45
15. Agassi, Jarvie, Settle, ibid, pe45
1., Agassi, Jarvie, Settle, ibid, p.i§
17. Agessi, Jarvie, Settle, ibid, pe4b
18, Agassi, Jarvie, Settle, ibid, p.Lib



LW

various types of dogmatisms and the logic of openness to oriticism and
levels of eriticisability. These are dependent on the success of the
main argument.

If Agassi, Jarvie and Settle are correct and we do not need to
give up any view which has been successfully criticised, then this seems
to remove the whole point of criticism. If the criticism and severe
testing make no difference to our embracing a doctrine, then arbitrar-

19 If C.C.R."s success is

tiness and irrationality must win the day.
irrelevant to its acceptance, then it is not Bartley's view, and the
psychological guestion is relevant, if C.C.R. is to solve the integrity
problam.zo If CoC.Re is successfully refuted and yet we are not forced
to give up the doctrine, then this is again not Bartley's view, and

it removes all point to rafutatian.zl

Bartley stresses that a view

must be put to the test, implying surely that the test matters and will
lead to no irrationalist leap. We cannot separate the doctrine of C.C.Re.
from its own status as a doctrine, and the self-referring category of
genuine uneriticisability must be taken more seriously, than merely
stating the diff'erent meta-levels, If it is still an open question as
to the acceptance or rejection of C+Ce.Rs, then Bartley must have failed
and we still need a leap to allow us psychologically to accept any view,

If so, Bartley was doomed from the start, having misunderstood the locus

of/
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of the irratiocnalist attack.

Richmoni comments that if Watkins is correet, then it is logically
impossible for a oritical rationalist to be rational sbout his rationalism,
thus "it is irretional for him to attempt to be rational about his
rat3'.unza.1:1.:sm.."22

S0, in not being rational ebout rationalism, the comprehensive
and the comprehensively critical rationalist are being rational"

This escape, howsver, is not open to Bartley as he claims that it is
possible to be rational about one's rationaliam.23 Kakes concentrates
on Watkins® alternative and points out that the moral oxcuse is open
equally to th- irrationalist,zh that Watkins lays too much stress on

a psychological rather than & logical account, and that he fails to
distinguish rational belief from being a rational person.

datkins secks to respond to all three articles by first of all
tightening up his formulation of C«CeR. The psycholegical influence
is to the fore because of Bartley's own psychologistic aocount.25
The main thesis of C.C.R, now becomes, "All non-anslytie and rationally
acceptable statements are oritioisable".z6 He returns to the point
that the value of CeC.Re on Bartley's analysis is that it "may get
refuted”s TFor this o be true it cannot be analytic. Watkins
isolates the self'-referring nature of C.C.R., showing that the main
thesis is either analytic or false, and that neither or these is

satisfactory./
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satisfactorys "If the main constituents of C.C.R. are all analytic
or false, it is not so surprising that C.C.R, has been accused of
eaptiness and uncriticisability and def'ended against such accusations
with the claim that it may be ralse."27 Agassi, Jarvi, and Settle's
technique of analysing C.C.Re hy meta=lenguage statements is no more
suoccessful, as it ultimately reduces to Critical Rationalism. Watkins
sums up with the remark that "anyone can say that he holds all his
belief's open to critieiam; but for my part I know very well that it
is psychologically impossible for me to hold all my beliefs genuinely
open to uriticism."za This means that " a good critical rationalist
will try not to be more uncritical than hs need be; but he will turm
into a pseudowrationalist if he pretends to bs more eritical than he
can be.”29

Watkins refutation has three main strengths. It reveals the
oddity of the selil=-referring nature of Bartley's position, as if one
werae trying to justify it by saying that one has been unable to refute
it. If this last statement is not a justification, then it is not
clear what its status is, and Watkins is correct in showing that it
destroys the "integrity" of Bartley's solution. It draws out the
confusion betwesn and concerning "eriticism" and "oritieisability",

and this is crucial to destroying Bartley's thesis. Tinally, it

reveals the impossibility of deoing what C,C,R. Demands of us -

eritising/
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ceriticlising ev‘erything.io We cannot and ought not te try to do that.
Watkins then brings out the damaging effeet which results from

Bartley's failure to leave room for the critic both in the death of

all possible discussion and argumeni, but also in the basie doubt which

it raises against Bartley's position as a whole.31

It again shows
that there is something seriously wrong with Bartley's account of
rationality and with the practical effacts of his views No view of
rationallty which excludes the possibdbility of criticism or improvement
of that view can be held with a view which realises the importance of
rationality in argument and discussion, which depend on and are geared

to develop and deal with eriticism and improvement or justification

and dafence of views.

30e <Soe above p.‘37
31, See above, p.«2°ff.
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5. The Value of the Alternative Theory
Bef'ore attention is turned to discussion of the value of Bartley's

theory as he himself presents it a summary of what has been done is
necessary. At the outset the attack on Bartley was desoribed as resting
on three grounds, It has been shown that he is guilty of important
ommissions especially in relation to the other limits of rationality.

Of course, Bartley is aware that there are other limits of rationality,
but he chooses to concentrate on what he regards as central, This is
not the case and the very ommission of these other features weakens the
rest of his view. A fuller account is needed of the complexity of the
limits of rationality. But regardless of what Bartley omits, fault may
still be found wit: his account as it stands. In particular his failure
to look carefully at the ideas of arbitrariness, justification and
criticism, and his overstressing of commitment all lead him into internal
difficulties which make his account unacceptable as an adequate theory
of rationality. An attempt is made to overcome this by seeking to make
easier the kind of specification of a whole way of life which Hare was
arguing for to overcome arbitrariness and by looking more closely at

the ideas of justification and criticism as they relate tc the limits

of rationality. “he imbalance of commitment is corrected by examining
the social limits of ratiorality. But tho final area of divergence
from Bartley concerns the failure on his account to allow genuine
eriticism to take place., VWithout allowing for and encouraging
discussion and argument and analysing the relation of rationality to
these central features of what is tended to be considered a rational man,
then one would be guilty as Bartley is of failing to do justice to

rationality/
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rationality and to the integrity of the person who not only disagrees,
but who is able to ofi'er a reasonable case for his disagreement, and
prepared to disocuss and argue the alternative merits of the differing
views. |

While these three grounds of criticism form the background of the
eritique, the presentation has been based on Bartley's own account of
the problem, its solution, and its benefit. Ia the areas of problei
and solution Bartley's account has both shown important issues concerning
rationality which has introduced the subject, but also has ﬁagatively
shown the inadequacies of his position and the necessity for conceptual
clarification and the introduction of other themes, What has been done
for the problem and solution must now be done in terms of the value
Bartley claims f'or his view. Regardless of the success or otherwise
of his delineation of the problem and solution to rationality and its
dilemma, the value of his theory may be considered.

Bartley expresses the desire that his thesis may be judged on the
basis of' whether or not he has solved the problem of rationslity.l
He has sought to prove that it is possible to be a consistent liberal
rationalist, and to shift the emphasis in rational discussion from
Justification to nonjustificatiocnal oritioisn.z In the doctoral
dissertation he invites critical discussion of the following points,
which will be commented on to assess whether or not his approach is as
valuable as he hopes and claims, His first concern is with the value
of his approach in its ability to solve the ‘'roblem and as a guide for

philosophical research, Bartley does not solve the prohlem because

he/

1. Q.p.25&o
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112

he fails to make clear exactly what the problem is and then adequately
to analyse the notions inherent in the problem. His approach is
inadequate, and his solution does not fulfil the claims that he makes
for it, It cannot, therefore be a guide for future philosophical
research in quite fthe way that he hopes. [Nevertheless, it dees show
the need for careful analysis of some of the concepts and questions he
has raised, and in that sense, it benefits philosophy.

He inquires also about the correctness of his description of the
problem of rationality and of the arguments of the fideist and sceptic,
a8 well as his solution to the problem and his distinction between
Justification and critioism.3 He fails to desecribe correctly the
rationalist problem in that he fails adequately to examine the notion
of rationality and other possible theories of rationality. Coupled
with this, his presentation of sceptiocism and fideism lacks sufficient
detail and slides over significant difi'erences which are crucial to a
true irrationalist assault on reasone. IHis solution to the problem of
rationality is not plausible because it leaves too much unsaid and,
in the last resort, lecaves the situation much where it was prior to
his discussion, His separation of justification and criticism
suffers again from overbrief treatment and inadequate detail both in
conceptual and tontextual terms, Without such evidence; his claim

must be accounted: "not proven".

He/

3. Q-p.zﬂki Q'p.25i.



He is alsc concerned sbout his observation that traditional
philosophy is authoritarian, and its relation to criticism and logio.h
There is a great deal of value in this point of the authoritarian
structure, but Bartley does not take it far enough in again failing to
assess the context and concepis involved, and of'fers little examination
of the role such authority plays in all the variety of situations where
it is appropriate. His desire to renounce this authoritarian stress
is hasty unless supported by more telling evidence in its favour.

His final concern is that Popper's philosophy is a genuine nonjustife-

ticational philosophy of oriticism.s

Judgement must be held in
abeyance, until the concepts of justification and criticism have been
more adequately dealt withs There is too much of controversy in
Popper, derived from a slanted view of philosophy of science, to be
accepted until a good deal more argument both at the philosophy of
science level, as well as the relation to error and truth, and the
relation to oritical tools in the complexity of moral, political, and
religious life.

- Bartley fails to make out his case on grounds of insufficient
evidence and because the analysis he does offer is inadequate and
faulty. Nevertheless, Bartley still claims a mere positive value
for the approach, and that is tolerance, respect, and intellectual

humility.6 If this new capecity for tolerance, respect and humility

is/
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is a positive gain, Bartley must beware of offeering this in any sense

as a justification for adopting the view, or else he will be in a
contradiction. Accordingly, it cean only be a description of what
actually will and does happen. If this is the case, it is only by
looking and seeing whether or not it happens, that his claim may be judged.
A growth of tolerance, humility, and respect towards others on the part
of all Popperians is looked for. This may not be so readily forthcoming,
however, because it is diff'icult to see how Bartley can present his view
as the truth, or better in the sense of an improvement upon traditional
views, and yet retain this nebulous humility, in face of the historical
stupidity of traditional rationalists and even empiricists, both unable
to appreciate the dilemma they are subject tos It would not seem out
of place for Bartley to feel a slight twinge of pride when he writes,

"I have succeeded in solving the problem of rationality"? But Bartley
retorts that, "Anyone who has grappled with the arguments about ultimate
commitment and the limits of rationality, and who has appreciated what

a strong case the irrationalists huve been able to put up, should have
acquired at least one virtue: a measure of tolerance and intellectual
humility. For rationalists can and very of'ten do make mistakes too."B
It is hoped that his solution is no mistake, but it would seem wiser if
the surety of success is so limited to provide as "f'ew hostages to
fortune" as possible and retreat to a mitigated scepticism, speaking
only of "what we do know, and testify of what we have leen".9 We are,

however/
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however, able to show respect for people by inviting them to criticise

us and to take these criticisms seriously. This is an apparently edd
account of "respect" made up of taking criticism seriously. More
usually, respect is related to a response to the quality of life and
attitudes which someone displays. Bartley needs to analyse "respect”
and offer a rationale for his suggested change. Bartley's view, he
claims leads to toleranco.10 But it is difficult to see how taking
eriticism seriously is the same as what is regularly meant by "tolerant".
Tolerance in racial affairs, and in moral matters seems harder to come
by than by critical discussion. Bartley's optimism seems to result

from an exaggerated view of the function of critical argument in the
world of thought and discussion. The success of Comprehensively
Critical Rationalism in creating & spirit of tolerance in our racially
unsettled areas of the world must be awaited with interest. Till then
it must be doubted if there is such value in terms of tolerance, humility,
and respect engaged solely by Bartley's views.

There is some consolation left for Bartley in his claim to have
destroyed the rational excuse for irrationaliam.ll As has already been
pointed out, this rational exc se is of no value to the irrationalist
because it leads on his part to a crisis of integrity.lz Bartley can
still claim that he has shown, however, that the irrationalist will now
be seen to be an irra'bionaliat.l3 Bartley assumes that the irrationalists

can then say nothing, but as was already nentioned,lh there may still be

considerable/
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considerable room within the system, the so-called irrationalist
upholds, for the use of critical techniques. Description, explanation,
and preaching may still be open to the irrationalist, as long as he
remains within his own presuppositions and terminology. An interesting
aside made by Bartley is that "the fact that a view has affective and
irrational origins has no bearing whatsoever on the question of its

claims to objective rationality."15

If this is the case, the theists
who may be unable to express in rational terms their original
acceptance of faith, need not be barred from rational argument thereafter.
Thus indeed any "theological statement gould in prineciple be correct,“le
over and against any apparently successful scientific refutation of it.
If the origin of one's faith is irrelevant to its objective rationality,
then there may be a new upsurge in apologeties. There need be no
absolute rejection in theology of any apparently outmoded doctrines.
Bartley does argue that theologians need to be more honest about the
eritical institutions they accept in principle and to translate this
into praotioe.17 This is valid and theology would benefit if every
Itheologian were to follow through his own critical presuppositions.
But this is merely to be consistent. Nevertheless, the theologian and
the christian ought to be using and creating oritical tools appropriate
and useful to confession and proclamation of their faith,

Bartley has not, perhaps dealt irrationalism the death hlow he
wishes, and fails to take account of the strength of irrational factors

against/
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against the hope of a total rational victory, whether a traditional

or Popperian sortes Too often "the rationalist imagines that a small

dose of reason will be enough to put the world right. In his short-
sightedness he wants to do justice to all sides, but in the melee of
conflicting f'orces he gets trampled upon without having achieved the
slightest effect. Disappointed by the irrationality of the world,

he realises at last his futility, retires from the f'ray, and weakly
surrenders to the winning aide."la llany writers suggest that there

are basic irrational features which must, in some way, be accounted for.
"A rationality that can find no place for the intractability of things

is not worthy of the uame; for reason is not reason that goes against
fact, and it is a fact that a certain irreducible minimum of irrationality
axists.“19 Both Niebuhr and Brunner argue that "the docirine of original
sin remains absurd {rom the standpoint of' a pure rationalism, for it
expresses a relaiion between fate and freedom which cannot be fully

20 and that "only he who understands that sin is in-

rationalised,"
iexplicable knows what it is."21 Not only sin, but evil creates a
problem for rationality. "Somehow evil posits itself and cannot be
rationalised. Gvil is fundamentally disaontinuity.“zz Bartley's
refutation of' irrationalism is not and cannot be successful either
on its own terms, or in general, until he has dealt with these
irrational features, and adequately discussed the full variety of

irrationalist moves.

Bartley/

18. D. Bonhoeffer, Letters and Papers from Prison, p.l35

19. J. Feibleman, "On the Connections between the Two Worlds",
Revista Mexicana De Filiosa, Vol.l, No.2,

20, Niebuhr, The Nature and Destiny of Man, Vol.l, p.278

2l E. Brunner, Man in Revolt, p.h94
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Baertley's claims for the value of his approach are sadly
depleted. His methodology and solution do nol fulfil the promise
he claims for theme The virtues of tolerance, humility, and respect
are inadequately examined and not established, and his critique of
irrationalism leaves much spadework still to be dones On his owm
terms, the value of Bartley's thesis is more negative than positive.
lore may be learned from his mistakes and inadequacies, than from his
successes.

The specific criticism of Bartley has been based on three general
grounds., It has been argued that he omits important features of
retionality and the other limits of rationality which, in practice, are
crucial., He fails to make out his own case. His view as presented
is faulty internmally and not sufficient to cope with the complexity of
rationality in relation to argument and discussion. Finally, his
view leads to an unfortunate conclusion that excludes the possibility
of criticism against Bartley's own view, so that it is immune from all
criticismes Bartley has served to introduce rationality, its major
themes, and the state of modern views concerning its nature. Both
pesitively and negatively Bartley contributes to an understanding of
the use of rationality in argument of all kinds. On the basis of his
view and the critique presented, it i1s now necessary {o examine a
different account of rationality and the issues it raises, and finally
to offer an account of the nature of rationality which will make good

the deficiencies while learning from his sirengths and weaknesses.
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CHAPIER THREN - TORRANCE ON RATIONALITY

l. Introduction

In the same way as Bartley provided an introduction to the
subject of rationality f{rom the point of view of recent metaphysical
writing, T.J's Torrance provides an example of & theologian who is aware
of the importance of a clear statement of' the nature of rationality.
Torrance deals specifically with rationality in the theological sphere
and also deéls with many of the questions and issues which Bartley raises
and examines., Jhus by examining Torrance's account a clearer picture
of' the nature of rationality may be gained as it relales to theological
argument and persuasion. His view will be presented in his own fora
rather than a false mould based on the critique I shall oifer. This
is to be iair to his own particular euphases and presentation. This
will deal firstly with a particular essay on theological rationalily,
and then cover the theme of rationality by ref'erence to the spectrum
of his work from the last decade.

A8 was the case with Bartley, the criticism wili then be presented
in relation to Torrances own account, bul with the same {three grounds
in mind as earlier outlineds It will be argued that Torrance overlooks
important features of rationality particularly concerned with the limits
of rationality which are tco important to be ignored. Secondly, it
will be claimed that Torrance's own account is not in itself adequate
either as an account of ratiocnality or to the complexity of the subject.
Finally, it will be shown that Torrance's position has an unfortunate

consequence,/



consequence, i.e. that any critic of Torrance has no basis on Torrance's
acgcount {to make his criticism and complaint against the positione.
Without the possibility of criticism, doubt must be cast on the veracity
of' the position in terms of a realistiic account of rationality. These
criticisms, however, will be integrated into the structure of Torrance's
account and the parallel critique. His view will not be moulded to
these oriticisms, but vice versa. Torrance will instruct both
positively and negatively by the topics he deals with and the
difficulties encountered in this presentation.

ToFs Lorrance's work presents a highly detailed and specialised
approach on the part of a theologian to the question of rationaliiy.
i'nis approach to rationality is not the aim of his theological work,
which may be interpreted rether as an attempt to analyse the intellectual
structure of our knowledge in view of the problems examined by the
Fathers, Medieval Schoolmen, and Keformers, so that in modern theology
we can distinguish clearliy the rational from the irrational, the
properly objective from the unwarrantedly subjective, and cut away
much of the confusion that has, in his view, infested medern theology.l
This involves the desire to reach a clearer view of the proper scientifie
foundations of theology on its own grounds.2 It must accordingly be
realised that the bulk of Torrance's emphasis deals with the relation
of theology to science, especially modernsgience, and to the basiec
questions of epistemology, as these are interpreted in relation to

modern science and historical periods of flux.3

but/

This is the case,

l. T.F. Torrance, Theological Science, p.» xvii. Hereafter "TI".
2o Tapepexvii, ix, 10-11l; T.F. Torrance, Space, Time and Incarmation
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but it does not alter the fact that explicit in Torrance's view and

work is a reliance upon a nction of rationality, which is presented in

some detaile This, of course, is not the end-in-iiself for Torrance,

but part of the total pilcture he seeks to present by which theology

can properly be conducted in the twentieth century scientific age.#
His work covers & wide soope both in time and subject matter, and

it is therefore necessary to concentrate one's efforts upon the central

issues. OQur specific comcern is with the nature of the account of

raticnality he of'fers, This interesi derives from the fact that in

all his work we are presented with an attempt to make theology valid

in the present world, or rather to show the actual validily of theology

and the theological method for today.5 This attempt is couched in the

language of science with references to mouern physics, relativity theory,

and quantum meohanics.6 Yet it is claimed that what is being said is

not scmetuing new, but® presentation of the historical basis of theology

through the Barly Fathers and the Rafor:ation.? He thus offers an

account of theclogy with a view of theological rationality which claims

both historical and modern relevance and suppori. In seeking to

understand the nature and scope of rationality, attention is focused

on Torrance's view of rationality on the grounds of its being a

theological account,This is therefore relevant to the philosophy of religion

and the general problem of whether rationality is the sort of thing

which is related to the specific area in which we are working, Is it either

something/
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something more general and universal, or both, or nnitha;I It

claim to have a basis in historical terms, vis a vis the history of

doctrine in the Christian Church, as well as times of theological and

epistemological change and development, especially in scientifiic terms;
1&9 ideas involved in and related to Torrance's account of

rationality are important in and of themselvesThey are important regardless of

their immediate relevance for specif'ic theological work, as features

which must be taken account of in seeking to understand the presupposition

of rationality and its synonyms. 1t is unusual to find & theological

writer who makes such wide use of words such as "rationality" and

"rational", and this off'ers the hope that Lorrance's account will be

of' speecific value in a betier understandi.ng of rationality.

Having established the relation of Torrance's work to the thesis
subject of ratiomality, the problem still confronis of how besi to
present the matericl at hand. length and relevance rule out aay
overall presentation with its inherent risk of vague generalitye. So
to obviate this problem, the first essay in "CGod and Kationalitiy",
which is itself entitled "Theological Rationality" will be presented.
This is chosen both because of its title and its specific content, which
provide one particular version from Torrance'’s pen of his own view.
However, this account will be supplemented in relation to the theme of
rationality by reference to his major work over the last six years.
These further scurces are not randomly chosen, but are crucially
important in that there are four major works of considerable length and
detail, which inevitably present a total view and position. These

works/
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works are alsc up~to-date which allows the interpretation of the role
and nature of rationaliiy in an wmodern theological account, as was
attenpted for morals and metaphysics in the case of' Bartley. Further
these four major works aliow & natural line {o be drawn in the scope

of the material to be examined and presented, Within the bound of

one chapter of a thesis one could not hope adequately to cover the
genesis, development, and final fruition of any viewj; but with
concentration upon recent major works, one is entitled to claim
relevance to the position as it is at the present time and in the
Qetail oi' the present as it is off'ered to others for understanding

and appreciatione Torrance's own essay on theological rationality
will be presenied, supplemented by ref'erence to "Theology in Reconstruction",
"Theological Science", "Space, lime and Incarnation”, and the other
essays of "God and Rationality", as well as some otlher short articles.
Only an account of rationality as lorrance sees it will be off'ered
based on the realisation that criticism of this account may or may not
be relevant tc the total position of Torrance. One would simply raise
the question as to whether, given considerable difficulty in the account
of rationality, the position can be presented in the terms it is, which
rely upon such a view of rationality, though, of course, not only such
& view. Thus the scope of criticisam and evaluation is entirely
‘related to the problems and nature of rationality rather than to
Torrance's work as & whole, with the aim always in view of seeking
better to understand what rationality is especially in relation to
religion and moralitly.

The/
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The ecritique of Torrance will, like that of Bartley, rest on
three grounds of concern. First of all that there are certain
important features of rationality which Torrance overlooks particularly
in connection with the limits of rationality as they are to be found in
the practical situation of argument and discussion. Secondly it will
be shown that even on its own account Torrance's view of ratiovnality is
inadequate in its details and as it is applied to theclogy in partiecular.
Finally it will be argued that one of the effects of Tor ance's view of
rationality is to remove the possibility of critiocisam by removing any
ground which the ecriiic may stand upon, It will here be scen as another
example of the dioctatorial sirategy already seen in the details of
Bartley's view.8 Torrance desiroys the possibility of disagreement,
for any attack on his view may be construed as subjectivism, If you
disagree with Torrance then you have failed to discern the irue nature
of the object in yues+fon and have adopled an inappropriale mode of
rationality rather than that which is the true one end which, if
followed through correctly, would have brought you inlo contact with
the reality which is the true basis of all concepils and language.

In contrast to Bartley, who leaves the area for criticism so open
that there is no genuine criticism, Torrance has & system which is teo
closeds If Bartley has an cpen mind, Torrance has & closed one, with
the result that there can be no conception of divergence and disagreement

if cne adovts Torrance's acoount as a whole. TWhat is needed is a balance

between/
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between the two extremes of Bartley and Torrance, vhere one is able to
hold one's own view yet allow the critic the right and opportunity to
express his opinion and still to be able and willing to enter into
discussion and argument which is not predetermined before it commences
but rather is so #ructured that there can be real conelusions reached,

which may be aceepted by one's opnonent or oneself,



2., Torrance's "Theolosical Rationality:1

TeF« Torrance describes the harassment of theology "by the
imperialism of mechanistic concepts",2 wvhich result from a hang-over
from the Newtonlan era. He states that "in reaction some biblical
scholars and theologians have allowed themselves to be driven inte
existentialism and phenomenology vhere they have been caught in the
flight from seientific objectivity, only to founder in themrass of
historicel relativism in which Jesus, in spite of desperate attenpts
to hold on to Him, keeps vanising from their instruments of observation.“3
Other theologians have turnsd to cultural expressionism and sociclogy,
but this leaves a gap between modern culture and historie Christianity.
Thus many Christians today are in "the wildernmess of irretionality and
confusion“.k

Torrance's account of the genesis of this problem 1z the cleavage
between theology and experience in which the theologian i: out of touch
with the reality of God and therefore becomes abstract and rationalistie,
so that theology is estranged from its proper object and from tha common
man.5 The Church has developed in turn "pregmetic ideology" and a
sort of "religious technology” in place of theology, and this has led
to revolt against "the establishment™., Torrance states that "if
theology without experience is irrelevant and experience without
theology is blind, the Church without theology can be little more than
2 blind leader of the blind".6 The real trouble, however, is a rift

between/
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between the spiritual and the physical, and so between thought and life,
reason and behaviour, law and nature, ©So disjunction results between
theology and the experience of the believer, with theological statements
empty of objective content because of lailure to be "grounded in actual
understanding of faith that arises out of man's reciprocal relations with
God”.7

This situation, is, however, transitory in a time when the whole
perspective of human tﬁqught is on the move, Thisz mutation in
orientetion of thought loosens "the relation between the fundamental
data of theological knowledge and the moulds of traditional thought
end language in which it hes come to be axpressed“.B This initielly
results in confusion, but eventually puts theology back on its proper
foundations to find profounder renewal., This is the situation today,
thus theology is in a oritical period. Theology must not seek to take
"cover from the scarching light of selentific inquiry". Rether, b U g
theology is to survive the crisis of these times, it must move out into
the full light of day, engage in critical revision of its own theoretic
framevwork, and go on to fresh scientific construction uncer the pressure
and determination of its own object”.9

This is not to start theology from scratch, but rather, "in so
far as we are now able through prior formulations to apprehend the
objective reality in a greater fulness than they could specify at the
time, the basic oconcepts and relations they involve will accredit
themselves fio us as rooted in the structure of realily and therefore as

belonging/
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belonging to the essential content of faith., Far from being
discarded they will be thought out afresh, assimilated in a deeper and
wider understanding of the faith, and thus can be secured as permanent
theological gains“.lo In this way continuity of' past and present is
ensured by detachment from obscuring presuppositons. We musi learn
to forget as well as to remember to achieve new understanding and insight.
This is the task of the theologian "who really knows how far
concepts and relations actually matoh the object of his kuowledge", to
engage in'e disciplined penetration into the inner intelligibility of
the faith, enabling us to distinguish time-conditioned images and
representations from the substance of the faith, and to determine which
concepts and relations can be justified and retained“.ll Thus theology,
like Fhysics, needs its own meta=-science of the clarification of basie
concepts to express faith adequately for todaye. Theology's integrity
depends on "a sustained integration of theological refleciion with its
proper objeot and a rigorous development of its own field of rational
actlvity".lz “This is nothing else than a demand for scientif'ic
theology operating on its own ground, and engaging in active dialogue

3 To meet

with the natural human sciences, in its own distinciness”.
this demand Torrance presents the need for a more adequate concaption

of science, ol connection, and a more adequate understanding of conceptuality.
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l. A More Adequate Conception of Soienoo;
"The notion of science as detached and disinterested is obsolete

with all its stress on the observable and clearly definsd'.lh This

is the instrumentalist and mechanistic view of science in which we claim
to know only what we can contrecl and accept as valid only what can pass
the test of our predictions, ‘The object of theological knowledge
cannot be reduced to that form of thought and approach, "for He cannot
be brought within the objectifying moulds of our prescriptive siructures

15

or netted within the devices of 'our science'". However, science is
not like this as we can see from the change in the structurs of modern
science. Perceptibility and predictability are seen to be severely
limited and not the hallmark of all true secience, The notion of
seientific detachment today "appears rather pathetic, for our psychology
insists that detachment is not the sign of rationality but of open-mouthed
imbecilityl“ls t stemmed from the Cartesian stress on the self,

The scientist, in contrast {o traditional views, "does not doubt the
object of his inquiry, for he is committed to a profound belief in its
intelligibility”.l? The scientist does, however, "subject to doubt sees
his own assumptions about the objeect, and so he allows attachment to the
object to help him detach himself from his own presuppositions. He
directs open questions to the object in order to let it disclose itself

to him in its own reality and nature, and in the light of whal he learns

he revises his questions in order that his interrogation may be nearer

thg(
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the mark, but all this has the effect of calling in question the
preconceived ideas of the investigator hinself'.le The secientist is
thus questioned to the very roots of his being, and is thus "passionately
involved, for what is at stake is the integrity of his own retionality
vis-a~vis the relentless compulsion upon him of the inkerent rationality
of the universe, i.e. what we cell the scieatific conscience".19

This is what Torrance calls "scientific objectivity", "the
disciplined control of our subjectivities lest they should be unwarrantedly
obtruded upon the object of inquiry and thus allowed to obstruct and
distort apprehension of it“.zo This moans that "objective thinking
lays itself open to the nature and reality of the object in order to
take its shape from the struecture of its own prescription".zl The
antithegis of this is objectifylng thought, in which "we make and mould"
our obJjects of knowledge out of the stuff of our consciousness. That
iz, an inflexible conceptual siructure, which is beyond criticism or
nodification 'y experience, conditions raality.22 This lsads to
subjeotivity in the object, which, unless it is changed to emphasise
the relation of frames of thought to the object, can lead to no radically
new knowledgze.

Theologians need to reject the outmoded scientific views 2nd enter
"into the rational fresdom that comes with objectivity and its detachment
from arbifrary control by subjective factors".23 Tor, Torrance tells

us, "objectivity in theological science, like objectivity in every true

science/

18. 3.9.}?:8*9-

19. Sepepe8=9,18, 3h,bk,90,52,116=8,63~4,89,91,201=2; T.peps35=6,96,
xiil, xvi-xvil, 45-6,122,124,168-9,339; MM p.53.

20. S.p.?.
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science, is achieved through rigorous correlation of thought with its
proper object and the self-renunciation, repentance and change of mind
that it involvoa"-zh

%ith Einstein, the theologian must learn that science is nothing
more "than the refinement of everyday thinking, for it respecis the
fundamental nature of things ana seeks to understand and explain them

in their own intalligibility“.25

The essence of sclence 1s "to bring
together the theoretlical and the empirical, and to lel emplrical relation
%0 the object determine the mode of rationality we must adopt towerd it,

in order that we may coordinate and deepen our axperience”.gs Soiéntifio
goncepis are nol pirescriptive, lor we cannol say precissly how concepts
coordinate with experience., Bul, "we can engage in science only through
a proiound faith in the accessibility of things to rational understanding®.
“instein says that "the efernal mystery of the world is ils comprehens~
:ibility”.27

2 A Hore Adeguate Sense of Connegtion.

"The ability to think can be spoken of as the ability to conneot
things up with otlier things and to think their interrelations. Henoce
it is important for correct thinking to determine the specific mode of
connection or the kind of relation that obtains between the things we
are contemplating".za In light of this, science is the investigation
of "things and events for tie order or regularity they manifest im their

L]

inte r""/
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25. S.palﬁ.
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27s  Sepepel8, 34,96,114,116=7,190-1,182; T.p.xii,38,112,303,331,339;
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inter-connections in their attempt to reduce the manifold relations
in the world, or at least in some f'ield of experience, to some kind
of uniforﬁity, and if possible to penetrate down to a unitary logical
basis in our understanding of them througa which the whole field of

our experience can be illuminated“.29

This relies on the connection
between the theoretical and the empirical and reguires the clarification
of the kind of connection in each field of inquiry. ©Seience must
always guard against abstraciion and formalisation instead oi expressing
ithe dynamism of actual eventis in their connactlons.jo

Quantum mechanics provides an exampie of this different sort of
connection, and it is in this &reas thatl there is work being done to
develop & "quantum logic, in oruer'to give appropriate and adegquate
rational expression to the distinctive kind ol connection between the
geometrical and dynamic aspects of reality that concern us here."
il physics hag had to develop different kinds of connectiion, so the
theologian ought to investigate the kind of connections which arise
out of the realities he deals with. "GQuite clearly the sort of
connection which theology requires must be more subtle and flexible,
yet no less rational, than those traditvionally isolaied in the natural
and human sciences, il 1t is to have ihe kind of precision and range
appropriate Lo the interaciion between (od ana the world, or divine and

human agency, that belongs to the essential heart of its subjact-natter”.52

ﬁh&hf

2Je Sopono
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What the theologian can learn from science is "the way in which approach
is made to the question of connection, from the actualities of the
objective field“.jj
The angle of approach to any field is deterninative; whother
particular or general, and what is essential is freedon from distortion,
as modern physics has learned {o have, and which biclogy has yet to
develops Field theory reveals to theology that "reality, hidden so
far as our observations are concerned, 1s open to explanstory intere
spretation in ossentielly differential and functionzl relations, but
we have to develop the kind of open axiomatic penetration that will
reveal its natural logical structure".jh Thias is what the theologian
must do, remembering that "adequate explanatory interpretaticn must
be deveébped ultimately from the side of the object a2nd out of actual
relations in the objective field, and not merely, as in much contemporary

theology, from the side of the knowing aubject."35

3, A More Adequate Understanding of Conceptuality,

"Although seientific knowledge is possible only on the assumption
that nature is inherently inteliigible, it is una®le to adapt to logical
fixation ths relation between concepts and the realities with which
thay are co-ordinated, any more than we can raduce to statemsents alone
the relation between statements and being, but that does not allow us
to hold that the relation between scientific concepts and reality is

36

non-conceptual or non-rational". We must bewere of & false dichotomy
beatween conceptuality and reality, FRinstein stresses, however, that

"seientific/
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"seientific knowledge of the world rests upon a basis of 'primary
concepts' (or 'fundamental relations') which are directly and intuitively
connected with experience and derive their certainty through their
applicability to it, while all other seientific concepts end notions
are connected to this basis by means of theorems. In this way our
scientific knowledge in each field is co=ordinated rationally with the
comprehensibility of the world."... Torrance refers to this as "dogmatic
realisn” and seeks to apply this to thaology;37

In any seience we begin not from concepts in isolaticn but with
concepts linked together in a field of conceptuality and orderly
intelligible happenings, Primary concepts rise "where thought is
already and immediately engaged with reality”,58 and are the medium
"throuzh which reality is disclosed to us in its inner relations and
we on our part are enabled to srasp it in accordance with its objective
structure and interpret it to others through serias of conceptual

w39

extensions. Concepts are defined in a relation to a conceptual
field and their meaning stems from co-ordination of field with reality.
Abstrection leads Yo vagueness and detachment from reality leading to the
"prison walls of our own subjectivities.”ho Howaver, we can thus
realise the bi=-polar structure of concepts through correlation with
subject and object. Concepts are rooted "as interrelated forms of life
in & socio=conceptuval field”,41 so to be understood must be examined in

psychological and social terms. But also "Concepts are grounded in an

ohjective/

37+ Sep.l6. For further discussion of primary concepts see Torrance's
argument in T.pepe226-0,235-7,240=1; Milepape’i=ite
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40, S.p.l17. See also footnote 30 above,

4l, Sepel7e for further discussion of the importance of the social
influence of sgpecificellyframes of reference see MM.p.p.9,28-9,63;
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objective field of orderly relations, which means that in order to
understand them we must penetrate into the rational structure of the
reality to which they refer and by which they are datermined."hz Thus
we need to clarifly the relation of language and society to the objective
reference of concepts, to guard against "magterful conceptualization"
which might smother objective reference., VWe must guard against the
rigidity of language to allow for "new learning and thinking under the
direct thrust of :|:'essll.:i't;y.“1"3
The relevance of these questions for theology is seen by examining
the relation of concepts and language, especially with reference to
the Bible and understanding and communicating it. Theology needs to
engage in "demanding and carrying through a significant shift in the
meaning of ordinary terms to cope with the new insights and in
oreating new forms of expression apposite to new truths where the
adaptation of old forms of speech and thought does not prove adequate".hh
This involves no veneration of ordinar, language but concern with
grasping new truth, But it also means that theological language
becomes caught up with the socio-conceptual strucutres in which we
live, and therefore tends to become opaque and obscure. Thus we
require constant revision and reconstruction of concepts for purity
of thought. "This is done by keeping our concepts as close as
possible to the objective source that gave rise to them, for that is
the only way they can be renewed in their original force and raut;:l.oxuaﬂl.i.‘t‘.y’".Lk5
Coupled with this revision we need to remind ourselves of the
bi-polarity of human concepts, for failure to do so leads to subjective

rather/
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rather than objective definition of concepts, which in turn has led to the
problems of new Protestantism and the new theology in the Roman Church.
"What is required is a more adequate understanding of the polarizetion of
conceptuality with its objective and its subjective reference, in which
reality seizes our minds and sets up within them the law of its own
rationality".hﬁ True concepts arise in us through direet and intuitive
apprehension of reality, yet our concepts refer to more than they can
ever specify in explicit forms. For example, "in our knowledge of God
congeption takes place under the impact of His Word and Spirit. Through
His Word God confronts us with the inner speech of His divine being and
through His Spirit He evidences Himself to us in the presence of His
reality, in such a way that He creates in us the capacity to hear,
recognise and apprehend Him, and evokes from us the consent and understanding

of faith in His aalf—ravelatiom“.h7

How/

S-p-21, y

Sepe2les Torrance's doctrine of God is that God is primary in everything,
perticularly in our knowing of Him. (MM.p.9;T.p.4s;299) We cannot know

Him apart from His grace in making Himself known to us, and He prescribes

the content and fora of all our judgment. (MM.p.p.65311L43T«papelb=7,753
S.p.40) He is Lord, even as an Ubject of our knowing, for He is far

greater than we can ever knowe. (T.p.p.131,205-7,297) Nature and the universe
can give no account of themselves, but it is in God we find the source of
their rationality and comprehensibility. (RRepepsl03T+peli63Sepep.22,35,188)
He has oreated rationality in the world, yet we cannot construe God on the
basis of what we know already (T.p.p.26,1883s.p.p.123,18h; but only within

a relationship with Christ. (S.pepel39=40;176,T«pepe27,44) God is beyond

our formulations of Who he is, yet He must be the centre of our thinking in
order to open us up from our subjectivity, in order that we may know Him oub
of Himself.(Tepeps12~13,19,32,131=2,310:5.p.pabs9,177) God reveals Himself
in His freedom as & speaking subject in the Word of Christ. (MM.p.131;T.pepe
9-10332-3,39) God can only be spoken of properly by reference to His coming
in human form in the person of Christ. (T.p.p.h0,51-2,305;S.p.137) This is
within the space~time continuum and based in historical fact. (RRepep.24,61;
Tepeli8;S.p.188) Yet the doctrine of God is totally one of grace in which it
is God Himself who makes our Theology possible. (MM.p.p.26~7,32,36,124~5,181,
RR.p.75) Torrance describes the crucial features of God's action towards us
in terms of accomodation and the creation of reciprocity. (MM.pepe70,113=4;
RRePe5k3Tepepels7,132=33;84pe137=8,142,149) God discloses Himself to us (T.pep.
163=4,5+pe18)) reconciles us to Himself (T.pep.4l,97;5.p.179), and at the
same time, as it were, raises usw beyond our self-understanding to be able to
know Him as He ought to be known (MMepepe9=10,70,131;RRepepe5b=53Tepspokib,
47-8,49=50,135=6) s Thus God speaks in Christ, but also in Christ we have the
perfect man in the perfect attitude of hearing and responsive obedience.(MM,

PePe26,189;Tspepe32~3554pepa138-40) The task of the Holy Spirit is to open
us up for this bipolar action of God upon us. (S.P.7.189,192,; T.p.2l.)
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How both poles of conceptuality are related we may wish to regard as

48 but in

"part of the mystery of the comprehensibility of things",

relation to the knowledge of God account must be taken of the

epistemological relevance of the Holy Spirit for an explanation of our

knowledge from the side of the object and in accordance with its

na'lm::-e.""9
Torrance then offers three considerations to be remembered.

(a) The Patristic distinction between apprehending and comprehending.

We apprehend God without bringing the totality of God within the cmpass

of our apprehension, Apprehension "is the form of conception rationally

appropriate to His divine nature and majesty“.so This obviates the

need to give a precise conceptual definition of the reality of God.

"We know God only in that we are seized by His reality“.51 This is

called cataleptic apprehending, "in it the Word of God seizes our minds,

sets up within their conceiving the force of its own rationality, and

thus opens them to conceptual understanding of God." .02 (b). Based

on/

L8, 3.p.p.22,15—16; lm.polla-.

4L9. There can be no knowledge of God, in Torrance's terms, apart from
the Holy Spirit, who is the action of God. (MMepeps93,97; S+p.165)
He is the persconal presence of God (MiMepe97: Sepepel67,183). The
Spirit is the Agent in God's revelation to man in that he transforms
man to receive this revelation by turninz man inside out in order to
be open to God (MMepe238,8.pepel68,173=4,185,Tepe52.) His work is
pecularily personal in that He eonf'ronts us with a Person, and by
this confroniation we are enabled to become persons in the true
sense. (Hk‘lop.250; S.p.p.170-1,173,176.189) The Spirit nakes the
work of Christ actual within us and enables us to do the humenly
impossible, i.e. to grasp, understand and speak of Gode (MM.p.p.238,
2535 Sepepel76,188; T.pe349)

50- 5190220
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on Frege - a word without any corresponding inner picture is not for
that reason lacking in content or meaning. The unimaginable is not
necessarily without rational basis. The conceivable is not the
picturable. This applies to our knowledge of the invisibia God, with
coneepts which point beyond the range of the 1maginable.53 (e) PFrege -
it is from the sentence as a whole that the words receive their content.
This relates to concepts in that their meaning is to be found in the
field of conceptuality in which they function. "The whole field is
possessed of meaning in so far as it is co~ordinated with experience
and directly apprehended".sb Theorems, which express the relations
between concepts have an indirect relation to experience in their
applicability to what is intuitively apprehended through the primary
concepts. This means that "it is by operatiqg with dif'ferent levels
of conceptuality that we are able to clarify the logic of the conceptual
fields and determine the fundamental concepts which, through their
objective bond with reality, form the basis for the illumination and
organisation of all our knowledge in that fiald".55

It is viewed in this light that the analogical relation in our
knowledge of God is simplified by the co-ordination of conceptual levels
by reference to which the individual concepts are defined. This means
that theology must be developed as a dogmetic science to clarify our
basic concepts and penetrate "into their fundamental unity, with all the

disclosure of objectivity and enlightenment that brings".56

1Y/

53« For the role of relatiwity in relation to the observable, see
5.p- p-7-8.111-153 RR‘I’OPO79.83

54 Se.pe2y and above footnote 37; Sepepell,12=13,9
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It is on the basis of this essay on theological rationality,
as an introduction, that Torrance goes on to consider theology old
and new, theology and science, VWord and Spirit, and theological
persuasion, It must again be stressed that "Theological Rationality"
is merely one expression of Torrance's view, but nevertheless it does
offer the main themes of his work and outlines the sort of procedure
and approach he seecks to commend and develop for theology today.
It also as an essay, presents these themes and approaches in relation
to a view of what rationality is, but it does not do so in the wealth
of detail which an examination of the other major works since nineteen
sixty-five offers. Thus to supplement the view of rationality
presented and utilised as a basis of the argument in "Theological
Rationality” and so into the rest of "God and Rationality", a more
detailed account of what Torrance has to say on the theme of rationality

from all the sources mentioned will be presented.



2. Torrance on Rationality.

For Torrance rationality is closely bound up with the capacity
to be objective, that is to be bound by what is objective in contrast
to emphasis on the subjective, which is a form of irrationality.
Torraence in examining modern man's failure to distinguish between
objective realities and subjective conditions, which is a mark of
irrational behaviour or mental disorder, states that "we cannot hold
a conception of rationality which obtains for religion and ethies and
art and does not obtain for science. In every sphere of our lifs, in
reflection, in action, and in worship reason is our capacity for

objectivitx”.l

which theologians are now being forced to learn again. This is also

This was one of the great lessons of the Reformation,

seen in modern seience where "undue emphasis upon the place of the
human subject leads quickly into an irrational situation, in which it

is claimed that man himself imposes patterms of his own upon nature
through his inventions. Not only is man unable to distinguish a givem
reality from his own constructions, but even to think of trying to do
so, it is argued, is to fall from the pure ideal of science as complete
technological control of nature, But all this can mean in the end of
the day is that in his scientific activity man is only meeting himself,
fulfilling himself, and that there is no meaning in anything except that
which he puts into it out of himself. And so the real outcome of this

line of thought is meaninglessness and futility, everywhere apparent in
the/
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the social life of our 'scientific' civilisation".2 So Torrance
suggests that "Theological and natural science share the same basic
problem: how to refer our thoughts and statements genuinely beyond
ourselves, how to reach knowledge of reality in which we do not
intrude ourselves distortingly into the picture, and yet how to retain
the full and integral place cf the human subject in it all".3
Torrance in discussion of theological science among the special sciences
states that "in all scientific knowledge, including theclogy above all,
man is unconditionally bound to his object, for to be bound and
determined by what is objective is the core of rationality. But there
is another side to this ..ss although he is unconditionally bound to

the objeet in faithful and authentic knowing of it, man is yet free,
active, and spontaneous in his epistemic relations, while part of his
freedom at least consists in his knowledge of his unconditional relation
to the object, as well as his determination to use his knowledge of the
objeot“.h In particular in discussing what happens when reason
encountering God or the Yord of God refuses to subdue God to reason's
own subjectivity, Torrance tells us that one of the two things that
happens is that "reason finds that in order to be rational (to behave

in terms of the Object) it must suspend its unity-complex, for it
confronts a unique Object to which there is no real analogy, and which

will not be schematised. It is the huge boulder of a Thou blocking the

path/
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path which cannot honestly be subdued to an it «... Here, then, the
reason camnot bring forward any category or capacity of its own with
which to apprehend the Object. Only in the act of acknowledgement
can it receive the capacity to behave in terms of the Object, but must
therefore be prepared for transformation in obedience to its unique
Subject=Cbject, This means that reason must revise its whole conception
of unity and ccherence as well as of objectivity, learning to operate
with a profounder unity and a profounder objeotivity".5
To be rational, on Torrance's view, is to behave in & manner
appropriate to what is not use. Torrance, in discussing "The Relevance
of the Doctrine of the Spirit for Ecumenical Theology", in seeking to
express the nature of genuine objectivity rather than objectivism, tells
us that "in the language of Professor John MacMurray reason is our
capacity to behave consciously in terms of the nature of what is not
ourseives, that is to say, the capacity to act in accordance with the
nature of the object. Hence true thoughis are thoughts which refer
properly to reality and which are thought in accordance with the nature
of the object to which they refer. Zhey are not true if they refer to
certain objects in a mode that is determined by the nature of other and
different objects; they cannot be true, for example, if' they refer to
personal beings as if they were merely things. Persons must be treated

as persons if our thoughts of them are to be properly objective.

Reaaon/
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Reason is our capacity for cbjectivity in this sense. To be rational,
therefore, means to behave not in terms of our own nature, but in terms
ol our knowledge of the world outside us, of things and persons, in
accordance with their own natures. Clearly this objectivity or
reason cannot be confined to the intellect alone, but characterises
every aspect of our human lif'e and activity as rational persons =
indeed it is the essential characteristic of personal consciousness.

I{ is what distinguishes rational, personal activity from all inorgenic
impersonal aotivity“.6 In diacusaing worship in "The Word of God and
the Response of Man", Torrance relates worship to language and recalls
"that language is the system of varbal signs which we develop in order
to grasp tlhings and present them to ourselves in such a way that we can
stand over against them and think about them, and allow them to disclose
themselves Lo us in forms appropriate to them, Thi: applies in
diflferent ways to the world of things and the world of persons, but

in both we are engaged in the rationality of acting in accordance of
what is not-ourselves and enlarging our knowledge of it. In the
world of persons, however, it is particularly with intere-personal
transcendence that we are concerned, in which we distinguish ourselves
from each other and communicate with each other. This is also the

2

role whicih language plays in our worship of God". Again, in his

introducing questions in "The Knowledge of God", Torrance in seeking

to/
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to eclarify rationality suggests taking as his guide, if only as a
preliminary definition, John MacMurray's account of "rationality®.
MacMurray states that "reason is the capacity to behave consciously
in terms of what is not ourselves, We can express this briefly by
saying that reason is the capacity to behave in terms of the nature
of the object, that is to s=ay, to behave objectively, Reason is thus
our capacity for objeotivity".a Torrance adds that "this is net to
deny that the objective reality may have the nature of a subjeot, or
to question the placa of the subjeet in our human knowing'.9

To behave in & manner which is appropriate to what is not us is
also to have the capaeity to refer properly to reality. Torranee in
exanining the rature of scientific activity, deals with ths nature of
soience as consisting only of scelences, but comments that "all this
is not to say, however, that there is no such thing as a scientific way
of aeting and thinking which is to be pursued in every field of learning
and discovery, This is the way of acting and thinking that is no more
and no less than the rigorous extension of our basiec rationality, as we
sesk to act towards things in ways appropriate to their natures, to
understand them through letting them shine in their own light, and o
reduce thinking of them into orderly forms on the preseription of their
imherent intelligibility. Soclentific activity of this kind is
essentially open and flexible through fidelity to the manifold
character of reality and is universally applicable, but as such it is

the/
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.5

the antithesis of the perancisc rigidity manifest in every form of

'acientism'!lo

Again in his discussion of objectivity in "The
Doctrine of the Spirit and Ecumenicel Theology", Torrence suggests
that "it is of the nature of persons to be reasonable, to relate
themeelves objectively to the world around them, in ection as well
as in reflection, in emotion as well as in volition. Thus if in
natural science we devébp a knowledre of things in their objective
reality by learning to aet in zccordance with the nature of the world
eround us, so in the sphere of the ethicel and sooial life we develop
& capacity to aet objectively in relation to other persons, by behaving
towards them in accerdance with their natures, not in temms of the
nature of things and not in terms of our own subjective determinations,
Thet is why love occupies such ean essential place in these inter=
personal relations, for the capaeity to love objectively is the capacity
in which we live as persons. Indeed it is the ultimate source of our
capacity to behave in terms of the nature of the object. Fence it
would also be irrational to treat things as persons. Striet respect
for the nature of what is other than ourselves is the very core of
rationality".ll

Rationality is characteristic of personal conseciousness, yet it
is not just intellectual but must affect every aspect of our life, and

requires the objectivity of otiier winds for the proper relation of

thought/
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thought and action to objective and intelligible realities. This

is the case, for as we have already seen, "clearly this objectivity or
reagon cannot bhe confined to the intellect alone, but characterises
every aspect of our human life and activity as rational persons =
indeed it is the essential characteristic of personal consoiousness.

It is what distinguishes rational, personsl aetivity from all inorganise,
inpersonal aotivity”.lz In dealing with the problems of logic and
specifically the ways in which the Truth of God in Christ is received
and communicated, Torrance tells us that "true knowledge of Him is

not isolated or individualist. To a certain extent that is true of
2]l Xmowledge, which is never finally the activity of single individuals.
Jt arises in community and requires community for its full and proper
operation, and can never escape from it. The thinking of all of us

is conditioned by history, by previous thinking and the communication
of knowledge already acquired; but it is also conditioned by our
personal relations in the present, for even our basie rationality

requires the objectivity of other minda'-15

Torrance particularly
stresses this in regard to the Person of Christ and our knowledge of
Him,

Torrance's view of rationality is best summed up in the stress
that what we know must preseribe for us the mode of rationality we are
to adopt towards it. In the preface to "Theological Science" we read

that "it is always the nature of things that must prescribe for us the

specific/
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specific mode of rationallty that we must adopt toward them, and
prescribe also the form of verification apposite to them, and therefors,
it is a major part of all scientific activity to reach clear coanvictions
as to the distinctive nature of what we are secking to know in order
that we may develop and operate with the distinctive categories demanded

e
of us",

In the section on the "Nature of Truth" we fipd that
"knowledge is real only as it is in accordance with the nature of the
object, buithe nature of the object presoribes the mode of rationality
we have to adopt towards it in our knowing and elso the nature of the
15

demonstration appropriate te it", Torrance then rel:tes thies to
the Object of theclcgy, the Truth cf God in Jesus, In the essay,
".heolegy in the Scientific World", we learn that "in e&ll scientifie
knowledge, we lct the nature of whet we know, prescribe for us the
specific mode ol rationzlity we adopt to;;rd ite That is why in
every science we operate with & distinctive form of inquiry proper to
the nature ol the object we investigate in it, The kind of inquiry
ve develop in our investigation of determinate objects, for example,
takes the form of physical questioning or experiments in which we force
nuie nature o answer owr questions, or to use Bacon's expression, in
which we have to "torment® nature in order to elicit a '"yss' or 'no!
in reaction to our stipulations. But when we are concerned to know
personal objects, or subjects, we adopt quite & different form of
inquiry in which physical compulsion is entirely out of place, one

in which personal reciprocity in speaking andl'listening, asking and

answering,/
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angwering, is the approprisate mode of rutionality".le In "Ecumenism

and Sclence", in the descoription of science, we read that "there is

cnly one basic way of human knowing which is found to operate in every
field of human experionce, in religious as well as natural knowledge.
Jeolence is the rigorous and diseclplined exteusion oi' the basic way of
knowing applied in exact, oontfollad,‘ahd organised ways to different
fields of experiences In every fiesld we know something in accordance
with its nature, and so we let iis nalure determine for us the mode of
rationality we must adopt toward it and the form of learning or
discovary appropriate to it“%7 ihis is then related to the different
kinds of objeot and therefore ol modes of rationality to be adopted.

In {he same secilon we go on to discover that since we nust let the
nature of what we know presoribe for us the mode of rationality we

adept toward it, soclence must take account of the subject of the human
knower., In faet, it roguires of us, with all its rigour, controlled
adaptation of the subject to the objects That is why it is quite
unseisatifio to transfer from one {field to another the distinctive mode
of rationality that develops within it. Thus we ocannot aaauno_;uparsonal,
objectivist forms of behaviour toward porsonal subjects, but nustlasaull
personali, objedtive mode of behavio;r toward them if we are to know them
in a responsitle and rational way“.la The sume point is made in his
analysis of our psycholugical resisiance in habits of mind requiring
ultimately that we ourselves be changede iIn mentioning Hume's diotum

that/
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that reason is the slave of passions, Torrance writes that "feeling is
properly a passion, an affection in which we suffer impact or come under
attack from something other than ourselves., We may resist it, and
this makes it more difficult for us, but only if we go along with it
(not necessarily to subseribe to it) may we know and understand it.
This is the side of our rationality in which we let ourselves be
affected by what we seek to knowy; we let it impose its own self-witness
upon us, and we let ourselves be tdd by it (an all-importent element
in a posteriori knowledga.)“l9

All science can be interpreted as seeking to bring to view the
inherent rationality which is in nature, Talking of the change in
scientif'ic questioning, Torrance states that "when a scientist lays
bare the anatomicel and physioclogical structure of the human body, he
is not creating and imposing patterns upon it. When you yourself
observe crystal-line formations in the rocks you are not importing intoe
them geometrical patterns of' your own inventing, you think the
geometrical patterns you find embedded in them already. That is why
6ur basic statements are formed by way of conceptual assent to what
is there or by way of recognition of an intelligibility inherent in
the nature of things. This is certainly the astonishing thing that
keeps on striking the scientist with wonder and awe, as Einstein used
to say, that there is already embedded in nature an inherent rationality
which it is the task of science to bring to light and express. Apart
from it there could be no science at all, Thus the mathematical

equations/
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equations and even the new geometries we construct are quite
meaningless unless they are applicable to nature, but if they are
applicable to nature they are elaborated expressions of an objective
rationality lying in nature itsolf".zo In discussion of the relation
of theological knowledge to the objective Word, we read that "the .
besic act of knowledge is one in which the reason acts in accordance
with the nature of the given object, that is, acknowledges and
recognises it, so that it attains its essential conceptuality as it
lets its thinking follow the inherent rationality of the given. 1In
natural science, for example, the reason does not invent geometrical
patterns and impose them upon nature in the form of ecrystals which it
posits in this way; rather does it follow as closely as it can the
nathematical structure of nature by letting it disclose itself to the
reason in order that it may think in acoordance with it and thus
understand ite In this way natural science operates with recognition=-
statements arising out of its reflection of the rationality of the
univerae".21

In order for there to be science or knowing at all we must accept
this inherent rationality. In "Theology in the Secientific World", we
learn of something which needs to be emphasised. It is that "in
every science we presuppose that what we know is accessible to rational
inquiry, that it is somehow inherently intelligible or rational. If

it were notgether- could be no knowledge, let alone any science, e.g.
in/
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in developing verification, ©Ne probesinto the inner rationality of
the objeet or field of knowledgegdinto its inner logic. Of course,

if we cannot do that we are entitled to question whether what is claimed
to be knowledge is not just something thought up out of our own
subjectivities and projected out there in an objectified form, But

if we can bring to view the inner rationality of a field of knowledge,
we are convinced that we are in touch with reality, that we are not
inventing but discovering, that we are thinking as we are compelled to
think by the essential nature of the realities thamselves“.22 In his
discussion of theological persuasion, as a postsoript to "God and
"Rationality", Torrance, talking of intelligible language and
intelligible subject-matter, states that "the things about which we
speak to one another must be capable of rational apprehension and of
semantic designation. This is something thet we assume and operate
with in ordinary experience and in science, without attempting to
explain it. If the nature of things were not somehow inherently
rational they would remain inapprehensible and opaque and indeed we
ourselves would not be able to emerge into rationality; It is because
things are amenable to rational treatment that we can apprehend them
at all, we understand them or get light upon them in so far as we can
pen=trate into their rationality and develop our grasp of it,
Scientific knowledge is that in which we bring the inherent rationality
of things to light and expression, as we let the realities we

investigate/
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investigate disclose themselves to us under our questioning and we
on our part submit our minds to their inherent connections and order.
Let it be granted that scientific aectivity involves a give~and-take
between subject and object, and that all knowledge is by way of being
a compromise between thought and being; nevertheless it remains an
awesome fact that if the nature of things were not inherently rational
and apprehensible knowledge coul. not arise at all, far less oommunioation."g5
The same point is made three times in his section on the problems
of logiec, f&ratly in the comparison of natural and scientific langua~e
we read that "our normal scientific language presupposes an inhersnt
rationality in nature, so that it makes use of basic forms that refer
to states of affairs and patterns of events in the external world, but
the contingent and factual elements in these forms impede strict

theoretic demonatration“,za.sebondly, in (discussing the analogicall

i e PGS — e

character of existence B%ﬁ%éments. we can describe our comviction
concerning the valifity of our own theories., A+t least we can commit

ourselves to their acceptance.  This 18 1,4 tne applicsbility of
a model to the real world, which in some sciences is empirically

verifiable/

23. S.p.196. It is intere: ting to note that this exact passage is
presented in the preface of "Theological Science"” p.pe.x=xi, with
the following minor chan;es. Instead of " ....emerge into
rationality..." we read ".....emerge into the light of rationality
esee”3 instead of "..ss submit our minds to their inherent
connectionssees”, We " sesosubmit our minds to their intrinsic
connections...«"; instead of "..ses T@t it be granted that
scientific activity involves....", we read ".... Scientific
activity certainly involves...."; instead of "... and that all
knowladge. ees’ we read "...while all i'mowledge. i H and finally’
instead of "if the nature of things were not inherently rational...."
we read " .s.if the nature of things were not intelligible..."
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verifiable in determinate ways, or as the persistent relevance of an

analogue to the nature of the reality into which we inquire, as we

experience it or intuit it with increasing understanding through the

analogue, or as the fertility of & theory in throwing li hi upon a

set of stubborn problems and at the same tiné revealing new facts,

but in whatever form it may be stated it is the discovery of a far-

reaching rationality in the nature of things which we are forced to

distinguish from our knowing of it, and to which we give authority

in working our conception of it. It is the discerning of an

objective structure of this kind that so often opens up the way for

the great new advanoes",25 . Einally in discussing the limited power

of our conception adequate to reality we learn that "knowledge is given

in the interaction of subject and object, and scientific knowledge

cannot escape being a compromise between thought and being. [Nevertheless,

although we cannot finally transcend our own selves and limitations, we

use theories, models or analogues as means or instruments through which

we discern and cognise objective reality as far as we may, relying upon

a rationality embedded in the nmature of things and independent of our

Nnswing of 4%, snow 4% ia Siks Wat nlivs satimes pedpiile ot Kiiv; 20
On the basis of this inherent rationality, we seek in every sphere

of knowledge to express the objective rationality which is part and

parcel of the objeoct of knowledge. In his discussion of the

similarities of theological secience and the speclial sciences, we learn

that one such similarity is "respect for the objectivity of facts, or,

in other words, for real thinking that proceeds only by way of reference

to/
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to the externally given reality. In the methodological procedure of
the seciences we have just been discussing active and passive elements
are always involved. The reason is actively at work in constructing
the model or developing the analogue as it puts its questions to
nature and elicits its answers, but throughout the reason submits
itself to the objective realities and secks to cognise them passively
through its theoretic nonstruotiona".27 Relating this to theology,
we find that "because the Truth of God encounters us within the world
of creaturely objects theology is inevitably concerned with all sorts
of 'objects' which it must respect, for it cannot otherwise know and
speak of the Truth of God truthfully. But theoclogy is bound to
respect this objectivity in an unprecedented way, precisely because
ultimate Objectivity encounters us within the realm of contingent
objectivity. It is respect for the objectivity of contingent facts
that characterises every authentic empirical secience, but theology
makes that respeet a religious as well as a scientifiec obligation".28
The same point is made in a different context, that of the discussion
of the rapidly altering framework of scientific thought, in light of
relativity "axioms are not just a set of logical premises antecedent
to and independent of the results reached, but arise out of the
intrinsic connections of scientific activity, and force themselves
upon us as the necessary structures of thought through which the
intelligible nature of things imposes itself upon our minds. In

this way, as Binstein used to point out, geometry applied to the

physical/
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physical universe ceases to be an axiomatic deductive science and
becomes a natural science inseparably bound up with physics. The
axions may indeed be formulated at first through postulation as we
reflect on the way in which the facts are being established, but they
have to be deductively tested (in Popper's sense), and are justified
(in Polanyi's sense) in view of the objective depth and indeterminate
range of rationality that becomes disclosed through them. The special
point for us to note, however is this: MNHere we have a rigorously

scientific way of thought which is en axiomatic penetration into the
inherent rationality of things beyond all our mental pictures of reality,

a_rationality thet is itself not phenomenally or causally related to

from an observational or empirical approach, but which forces itself

upon us as the rational und 2 behind phenomensa or empirical events,

and without which they could not be what they are."....(My emphasis.) 23

On the besis of inherent rationality and the aim of knowledge as
expressing the objective and inherent rationality we have three things
to bear in mind. The first is that in theology we must use open concepts,
ie.e. open to reformulation in lighi of the knowledge of the object, in
order to clarify rationality. Open concepts are "concepts which, to
be sure, must be closed on our side, for we have to formulate them as
carefully and exactly as we caa, but which on God's side are open
(and therefore apposite) to the infinite objeetivity and inexhaustible

reality of the diving Being. That is to say, the kind of conceptuality

with/
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with which we operate in theology is one in which our acts of cognition
are formed from beyond them by the reality disclosed so that the content
of what is revealed constantly bursts through the forms we bring to it
in order to grasp it“.jo In the next paragraph Torrance gontinues t
"it is important to see that open concepts are not irrational because
they are open, for to be open vis-a=vis the eternal God is the true
mode of their rationality, prescribed for them by the nature of the
divine Objeot of knowledge = they would in fact be the most imprecise
and inaccurate if they were not open in this way. At the seme time,
their openness indicates the limits of our human inquiry beyond which
we cannot rationally go, or the limitation of our powers to put into
words our understanding of the divine rationality which will not be
rostricted or confined within our finite formulations. Nevertheless,
within these limits we may and indeed we must probe as deeply as we can
and seek to make clear the rationality which we are given to apprehend.
It is for this purpose that we have to use open concepts which by their
very nature do not describe, delimit or define the Reality we seek to
understand,but which we employ as media through which we allow our
ninds to come under the compulsion of the Reality so that we think of
it only as we are forced to, and let them be opened oul more and more
in accordance with its richness and range in enlightenment“.jl

The second thing to bear in mind is that the sort of inquiry
which is truly rational muct itself bring our presuppositions into
question in light of the further revelations of the object, as we
approach the objectivity and inherent rationality of that object.

Torrance/
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Torrance makes the point both in the preface to "Theological Science"
and in a discussion of rationality in "Theological Persuasion", He
suggests that "as we seek to penetrate into the rationality of something
our inquiry must also cut back into ourselves and our own presuppositions,
for they must be brought into question if we are to be really open to
understand the thing concerned out of itself and in accordance with its
own nature., In these circumstances persuasion must argue for a
reconstruction in our interpretative frame of thought, in order that
alien elements may be eliminated from it and new elements assimilated
more appropriate to th- nature of things we are speaking about”.jz

We read in Lorrance's description of theology in a seientifiec
world that "in a science we know some given reality strictly in
accordance with its nature, and we let its nature determine for us the
form and content of our knowledge of it. We cannot assume that we
already know what its nature is, for we learn what it is only through
inductive questioning in which we try to let it declare itself to us
in spite of, and often in contradiction to, what we tell ourselves
about it. This is a process in which we find ourselves being
stripped of our preconceived ideas. Our main diff'iculty is undoubtedly
with ourselves and our built=in habits of thought which we stubbornly
ecarry over from the past or from another area of knowledge into our
inquiries but which can only obstruct and distort our apprehension of

what is really new, In seientific activity we let ourselves and what

we/
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we think we already know be called in question, so that as far as
possible we may know the given reality out of itself and in accordance
with its own nature. Ve know natural processes, for example, not outd
of a priori assuuptions, but by exploring natural processes alone, and
by thinking of them only in terms of natural processes and through
forms of thought which we develop unuer the pressure of what they
actually are. In scientific activity of this kind we try to ground
our kno?ladga of the given realitly squarely upon the reality itself
and articulate what we know out of a compelling and exclusive relation
with ite ZThis means that we must distinguish what we know from our
subjective states and conditions and that in proportion as we know
something in accordance with its omn nature we allow our presuppositions
to be suspended or set aside. DBut it also means that we must learn to
distinguish what we know f'vou our knowing of it, so that we may not
confuse our forms of knowledge with the realities we apprehend through
thems What all this adds up to is the principle of secientific
objectivity, which is simply an extension of our fundamental rationality
in which we think and act in accordance with what is the ease."33
The third thing is that if’ we fail to understand something as
rational, it is our own fault, for we have forced it into an alien
framework, which is inappropriate. In discussion of the conjoint
apprehension of things with other minds we read that "if something is

inherently rational, and not merely accidental or surd~like, then it

is/

53. Sop.92] T.pcxj.i.



159

is our fault and not that of the thing itself if we fail to understand
it: we have probably overlaid it with some form of unreality by bringing
to its apprehension preconceived ideas that are not appropriate or are
wrongly extrapolated from another field of experience."

The clearest example to date of the sort of thing that Torrance
has in mind for theology can be seen in the field of physies, which is
a model of natural seience in that by mathematical representation it
seeks to penetrate into the innér rationality of things and bring this
rationality to views In the chapter on "The Nature of Scientific
Activity", we read that "there is an important sense in which physics
has played an exemplary rde, and may still be allowed to stand as a
model of pure science, when its intrinsically developed methods are
shown to be determined by the nature of its own special subject-matter,
for then it may serve to show us how basic rationality when rigorously
extended in appropriate ways to some particular field may yield quite

startling results. Appropriate, however, is the operative term here,

for pure science can yield results only when the method and the matter
are purely matohed'.35 More generally in discussing theological
science among special sciences we read that "what the scientist does
in any field is to seek to achieve an orderly understanding of events
in which he can grasp them as a connected and intelligible whole and
80 be able to penetrate into their inner rationality. He does not
invent that rationality but discovers it, even though he must act

with imagination and insight in deteeting and developing the right

clues and act creatively in constructing forms of thought and knowledge

through/
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through which he can discern the basie rationality and let his thinking
fall under its direction as he offers even a desoriptive account of

the events .... In so far as he can reduce to ooﬂaistent and rational
expression the ways in which his knowledge is related to the grounds
upon which it is based he is convinced that he has come to grips with
the inherent rationality of things and convinced of the truth of his
reconstructions « hence the erucial importance in natural science of
achieving wherever possible mathematical representation of our
understanding of things for it is in that way that we bring the objective
rationality to view. Yet, as we have seen, we may treat this
representation only as a disclosure-model through which we apprehend
the reality we are investigating and not as a deseriptive formula or

as the equivalent of some ontic structure in the reality itself".36

As this last quotation also shows, raticnality is not an invention on
the part of the physicist, but rather a discovery of what is there.

So all scientists are seeking to come to grips with reality in order

to bring basic rationality to view.

The inherent rationality of the universe, however, is not self-
explanatory and thus it calls for some explanation of its source
and ground. In discussiond® the differente between theological science
and the other sciences we find that "the natural and human soiences,
however, operate only within the finite if unbounded universe, and
thus within the limits of what is rationally accessible to us in
nature..... These sciences are concerned with developing the immanent

rationalities/
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rationalities of nature and are content to occupy themselves with
fields of ratiomality that are nol ultimately selfwexplanatory,
refraining {from asking the question as to the ultinmate rational ground
that lies behind every field of knowledge." In conirast, "theolegy,
on the other hand, is 'he secience that is unable to halt at the limits
that must satisiy natural sclence, for it is concerned above all to
penetrate into transcendent and fontal r;tionality, the ultimate source
of all that is intelligible to man and which is presupposed in the
created rationalities of nature explored through natural sciences.
There is something analogous to this transcendent retionality in the
transcendent element that presses itself upon us in every science“.37
However, Torrance goes on Lo say that "if there is to be real science
at all there must be cataloptic control of our human intellectual
constructions by something that i# itsell not constructed, but received,
a rationality that seizes us from above and beyond ourselves®.
Yet "this transeendent eiement in the sciences of nature is not of
course %o be identified with God, flor it comes at us out of the immanent
rationality of nature, but it does cry aloud for God if' only because
the immanent rationality in nature does not provide us with any
explanation of itself".59

Even to attenpt to formulate the question of inherent rationality
as regards the universe and its ground raises problems, for even to

question where such rationality comes from is itself to be forced to

use/
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use retionality. In examining the problem of Incarnation in space
end time and how we can sgpeak of the Incarnation as an act of God
without illegitimate projection of our creaturely time into God,
Torrance suggests that we come up against an ultimate boundary in
thought, which he parallels with "one of those ultimate boundaries
in thought such as we reachwhen we ask & question as to the
rationality of the universe: notl only do we have to assume that
rationality in order to answer the question but we have to assume it
in order to ask the question in the first place, We cannot meaning=
tfully ask a question that calls in question that which it needs in
order to be the question thet is being asked., We cannot step outside
the relationship to the rationality of the universe in which we find
curselves without stepping outside of rationality altogether. TRefore
the question as to the relation between cur knowing and ultimate
rationality we cannot but stand in awe and acknowledgement, and can
ask our questions rightly only within the actuality of that ralationship."ho
Torrance suggests that we can only meke ultimate sense of immanent
rationality by following it through to its ground in the transcendent
rationality of Gode This is based on Origen's work, for "it was
Origen who was first to discorn the philosophical significance of this
reversal of Aristotelian and Stoic concepts, in establishing the
connection between the transcendence of God and the rationality of
nature, thus delivering the universe from being shut up in the

futility/
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futility of being unable to offer any explanation of its own rationality”ohl
This typified the work of the Church Fathers. "Hence instead of
thinking of God in accordance with the detsrminate features of the
finite cosmos the theologians of the early Church thought of Him as
the source of all rationalily who, by maintaining the universe as the
object of His creative knowledge and power, structures and limits it,
making it determinate and comprehensible”, Talk of the transcendent
rationality of God, however, in "thaology is often so baffling to those
who are absorbed in the natural or human sciences with oreated or
second=order rationalities which all require the support of ons another,
for in theological science we must presuppose the ultimate rationality
into which we inquire in order %o inquire rationally of God and we are
unable to contend for Him on any lower ground than that which He is,
It is all very well in the other scliences to bracket off the question
as to ultimate rationality, that is, to be methodologically agnostic
in understanding nature oul of itself alone, but when we take away
those brackets and ask the question as to ultimete rationality, to be
agnostic would he an act of sheer irrationality, for it would mean
thet our reason was being loosed from its bond with the source of
rational beinge. Conversely stated, knowledge of the ultimate rationality
of God is reached at the point where our human reason becomes enlightened
from beyond the limits of crealed rationality and where an infinite
extension of intelligibility beyond ourselves is diseclosed, but all
this in such & way that the ultimate rationality sets up its law in the
depth of our human rationality and is recognized and respected as the

43

norm and source of our rational illumination®.
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God creates rationality in the universe in His eoreation out of
nothing, as well as ereating the structures of space and time, which
are the created forms of rationality. In discussing the relation of
the Reformation to modern theology, Torrance describes the releasing of
nature for empirical investigation out of itseif as a reversion to "the
Patristic insight that the rationality inherent in the world is
conferred upon it by God's creation of the world out of nothing" .M
This is then related in "The Incarnation in Space and Time" to the fact
that "the Christian doctrine of Creation asserts that God in His
transcendent freedom made the universe out of nothing, and that in
giving it a reality distinet from His own but dependent on it He
endowed the universe with an immanent rationality making it determinate
and knowable“.45 This view relates to the idea, which is quoted with
approval, from Patristic thought, Anselm, Duns Scotus, Pascal and Karl
Barth, thet "the structures of space and time are created forms of
rationality to be distinguished from the eternal rationality of Geod.

In creating and knowing them God remains free from any necessity in
the relationship, although they remain grounded in the Supreme Truth

of His Being“.hs

The prime example Torrance gives of this at work
is the Incarnation and the mode of understending which is appropriate
to the incarnation, interpreted in light of field theory, so that "we

see again at work the relation between the created rationalities and

the/
4he RRepe37
45. HRepe59

46. RR.p.65



165

the transcendent rationality of God in which the latter is recognized
not as an intrusion into the former but rather as their affirming and

establishing on their true and ultimate ground”.hJ

Torrance analysos oreated rationality into two basic foras of
word and number in terms of personal and impersgonal being. He tells
us that "woe must be careful to distinguish clearly the kind of rationality
inherent in historical avents from that inherent in natural events.
hen wa presume that nature is inherently intelligible we presume that
our understanding of' its processes and states can be given some form
of mathematieal presentation, for it is in that way, as we have noted,
that we believe its rationality can come most clearly to view ees.s In
historical svents we operate with a different kind of rationality which
we have deseribed as intention or purpose, rationality in its personal
rather than in its impersonal forme...« If we may speak of the rationality
ambedded in nature as number, we may speak of the rationality embedded in
history as logos, for in history we are concerned with giving a diff'erent
kind of sccount ( Aoyuv Sibovar ) of things from that we give of
natural processes, and it is thersfore & different kind of story that

wo have to tafl.l".h'8

Again ihe point is made in "The Word of God and
the Word of Man", in discussion of the Incarnmation as the entering
into created rationality, we are told that "this created rationality
takes two main foras, number snd word, corresponding to imp rsonal
and personal beings. Different though they are they come together in

man,/
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man, in the interrelation and inseparability of his physicel and
spiritual exisience in space and time, and they operate together in
the emergence of the universe as it is explored and seientifically
built uplthrough man's interaction with nature and as its inherent
rationalitly is brought to co~ordinate expression in mathematical and
verbal language, [Humber is the rationality of the creation in its
form as determinate event, the raticnality of immanence a2nd necessity
which is mute in itself but which may be brought to erticulation through
man in so far a8 he thinks it under the compulsion of the physical
nature of things. Word is the rationality of the creation in which
it reaches beyond its fixed and mute condition, the rationality of
transcendence and freedom in which man as the crown and priest of
creation has the function of shaping formal ingtruments through which
he may bring being to disclose itself in accordance with its manifold
nature. DBoth forms of rationality are needed, but it is in and
through man alone that they emerge into the open, so that it is by
man's grasp and handling of them that the creation, including maen,
attains to its full being“-h9

As we see from the last paragraph and the last sentence, both
number and word rationalily are necessary, yet they function af
different levels and are dependent on the transcendent rationality
inherent in the Logos of God for their own role as rational forms,

In the same discussion of rationality we learn that "number cannot

come/
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come to exprefsion apart from word, that is, without the acquisition

of languag=s through which men can stand over against his environmment,

designating its features and preseribing them to himself as objects

for reflexion and computation in order that he may orgenigze and

enlarge his knowledge of the world. On the other hand, word cannot

fulfil this role apart from number, that is, without the realm of

the determinate and immutable which in virtue of its inherent

rationality supplics the fixed medium for the development of intelligible

systems of representaticn and at the same time acts as the external

control required for consistency and universality in communicatilon,

Thus number and word find articulation in two co-ordinated levels of

rationality in which each requirss ths other but in which word is the

formal means by which the ereation is delivered from baing trapped in

itself and is made open to what is above and beyond it. In this

context the inhaerent rationality of the physical orsation is ssen not

to be self-contained but to call for a transcendent rationality for

its explanation and .-neaning".so
This dependence on transcendent rationality 1s even nmore crucial,

for without such itranseendent rationality thers can bs no pure science,

for rationaliiy grasps us from beyond ourselves and we must conform to

it to be fully rational, 1In his description of theology in the

scientific world, we read that “the passion of the scientist is aroused

by the intuitive apprehension of a reality that is not constructed or

controlled by man but that waits to be discovereds And so he develops

& science, the final shape of which does not lie within his own

competence to determine, He glimpses its possibilities but they reach

out far beyond him. As Michael Polanyi has put it, he is caught up

in/
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in the pursuit of a reality that is only partially disclosed but that
has an indeterminate range of rationality still unrevealed, for he is
convinced that it has an independence and power for manifesting itself
in unthought-of way: in the future. His scientific conseience is

the counterpart or echo in himself of that transcendent alement,

& logic beyond his own mind, that thrusts itself unrelentingly and
compulsively upon him., That is why, as Polanyi has so often insisted,
there can be no pure science pursued freely for its own sake without
dedicated service to a transcendent rationality. If there is to be
real secience at all there must be cataleptic control of our human
intellectual constructions by something that is itself not constructed,
but received, a rationality that seizes us firom above and bheyond
ourselvaes,

This t ranscendent element in tho selences of nature is not of
course to be identified with God, for it comes at us out of the immanent
rationality of nature, but it doss cry aloud for %od if only hecause the
immanent rationality in nature does noct provide us with any explanation
of itself" .51

When we sesk to discover what this account of rationality means
in practice for us, we nmust be aware of our speoific problem in the
very nature of our humanity. Man is unable of himself oroperly to
be rational, for his reason seeks to be autonomous and to conform what
is there to the configuration reason brings to reality. In a footnote
on the chapter on "the Knowledge of God", we have a definition of

"autonomous/
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"autonomous reason"i; it "is of course a diseased form of raticnality
for it is ihe reason Lurned in upon ilself, and claiming &5 inherent
in itseli the forms which il can derive only in relation {to the objective
wordd upon which il reasons” .52 ihis is amplified in an early article
on "Faith ana rhilosophy". "1t is impossible o think without having
sowetining o ihink about. Leason cannol operate without substantis.
lheref'ore the auionomous reason, by ils very nalure and vy delinition
cut of'f from ana unsble Lo grasp ils proper relation to the objective
world imwediately, is forced 1o i'eed upon itsell as il iv were its own
substantia. ‘resumably this autonomous reason has already attained

a certain more or leos permanent conligurstion in coniormity with the
material world, bul it has come %o imagine that this configuration
belongs o its essential being, that it is substantial to i, or to
use Kantian language, that in view ol uie calegories of its own
understanding, it can undersiand &y object to which il may direct its
attentions <This has been taken Lo De true to such an extent that

it nas becowe an axiom for the reason to acceplt as rational only thet
waien Lits in with the [orms ol ils own autonomous activiity. 1t
ref'uses Lo recognisze anytning outside the charmed circle of' its owm
sell'=sui'f'iciengy except what can be understood by tie norms iumanant

53

to reason.” Ihis being the case, "as & rule, when the autonomous
reason ¢omes across vhe unknown, it subdues the unknown to the Jorms

of its own understanding and the unknown is translated into terms of

what/
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vhat is known already. It cannot conceive an absolute unlikeness
except in terms of itself, for it allows no break in the eircle of

4 This results in the situation

its own autonomy (Kierkegaard)".
that, "as he is, man is unable to behave in terms of the Truth,
therefore unable to be rational. He must be changad, as St. Paul
seld, by the renewing of his mind until he is conformed to the image
of God in Christ. To behave in terms of Christ who is the express
image and reality of God is to have faith in God. That i3 what it
neang for reason to be ratimnal, to have the true objectivity of faith.'55
Reason's autonomy 1s most clearly seen when man is confronted
by God and ocannot by reasoning reduce God to merely human categories.
"Autonomous reason can only try to understand God in terms of itself,
prasupposing an ontie continulty hetween itself and God, and so we
can only 'hold down the truth in the form of a lie! as St. Paul said,
'worshipping the creature instead of the Creator®. A fully fledged
autonomy is bent on aelf-dnification".56 "The urge of reason to
complete itself in a foreclosed unlty corresponding to the charmed
circle of the autonomous reason is so ineradicable a habit of mind,
and so irresistible, that only when reagson is prized open from ahove
through faith, and kept open, can the reason be restrained from
betraying ths facts of existence in an artifichl unity. 1In faith,
the monologue of reason 1s invaded by a Word from without, and
instead of monologue there is dialogue. Faith is reason engaged in
dialogue and by dialogue faith prevents the reason from closing in
upon itself alone and therefore from offering a foreclosed rational-

dcation of existence, Reason is confronted and reaches a orucial

situation/
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situation: that is the moment of faith, [Faith is reason acknowledging
something transcendent of itself, and behaving in accordance with it,
In this sitvation to have faith is the only rational thing that reason
can do" .5 7
In light of man's situation as regards his autonomous reason and
confronted as he is with the inherent rationality of the universe and
of God, man can merely submit to the inherent rationality of both the
universe and God and seek to communicate this by persuading others to
submit to the same rationality, and thus we discover that community is
essential for .proper understanding of the rationality of all things.
In the preface of "Theological Beience", we read that "seientifie
knowledge is that in which we bring the inherent rationality of things
to light and expression, as we let the realities we investigate disclose
themselves to us under our questioning and we on our part submit our
minds to their intriansic comneciions.eseed’e communicate with others
only when we get them to submit their thought to the same rationality
in things that we experience. Thus communication from the very start

58 The implications of this are more

involves an element of persuasion.
olearly drawn in "Theological Persuasion", We find that "in theological
persuasion, we seek to bring others to the point where they submit their
minds to the inherent rationality of the divine revelations There they
must think only as they are compelled to think by the nature of the
divine realities themselves, and thwve they must engage in a oritical

Judgnent in which they test the persuasive statements in the light of
that/
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that to which they refer, and teost their own preconceptions to see
whather they are importing into what is apprehended something that is
not raeally there or whether they are preventing the epprchension of
what 1s really there but quite new and altogether beyond them., This
kind of persuasion cannot achieve its end fully with single individuals,
for if God is not merely what I have thought up and projected out there,
Me ig objectively real and universally knowable by others (that is in
s0 far as they are prepared to know Him in accordance with His omn

59

nature)” Parallsl to this we £ind that "in natural science we

build up knowlsdge through casting ourselves upon the rationality of
the given, and we test the realily and objectivity of our knowledge
through the develooment of its inpherent patterns of rationality in a

way that not only transcend our experisnce in the prasent hut proves

ck

o be progressively fertile in the 1ight it throws upon other problems
and questions., But this testing requires a whole community of
verifiers all over the world, for sclence moves and advances &g cne,
with its internal self-scrutiny and self=-criticism, and its own
rigorous conscience aroused in it by the compelling olaims of reality.

So it is with theology".eo

5 9% B De 201
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4o Critique of Torrance's Account of Rationality
As outlined in the Introduection to this chapter, Torrance provides

an example of a modern theological writer who is aware of the necessity
for an examination of rationality. His view has been presented in some
detail to ensure that the line of' Torrance's own position is preserved
and that it is evident why his position leads to the diffioculties
presented and why his view as & whole must be oconsidered inadequate

to the complexity of rationality as well as in its own form subject

to considerable problems and the need for further explication.

Within the eritique will be developed the positive gains to be had on
the basis of the issues and points which Torrance makes, as will the
negative gains in terms of the weaknesses of his account and the areas
in which these may be improved. The critique will take the form which
the positive treatment of Torrance's position has followed. Each

step in the argument for rationality presented in sections two and
three will be commented on and some relevant criticism made either
positively or negatively. In this way, Torrance's account will be
allowed to stand or fall on its own merits, rather than forced to

serve some ulterior purpose of criticism.

The areas covered in criticism of Torrance will be first of all
that his account is overbrief and leaves the limits of rationality
largely ignored. Concentrating on the theme of rationality, it will
be asked whether there is too great a variety of topics referred to
under Torrance's scheme, and specific questions raised as to the nature
of the rationality of the universe, and of God, as well as the

dependence/
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dependence of Torrance on a particular christian emphasis. Then
his account of objectivity and its relation to subjectivity will be
dealt with and the way that it is impossible to rid his view of
subjective features even though his position seems to require just
such a removal, Criticism will then be levelled against his view
of the "object", in terms of the diff'erences between objects, the
difficulty of defining actual objeects, and the particular problems
with examples, such as "mind", historical events, scientific objeots,
and God.

With the critique of the view of the object will be presented the
danger of overpersonalisation and precategorisation, and certain
problems with intuition and the use of figurative language. The
critique then moves to consider the phrase "mode of rationality"
and to ask what "mode" means, whether there is the kind of difference
in approach which Torrance seems to suggest, what practical eff'ect
his view has, and the meaning of adoption in connection with the notion
of rationality which rather seems to be concerned with something people
already have.

Torrance's failure to exclude what ought to be excluded will be
shown in terms of false views such as alchemy andsstrology, other
christian viewsg, and other world religions. Coupled with this will
be criticism of his failure to be true to the complexity of rationality
in terms of different attitudes, detailed analyses, and different
kinds of understanding. Then his notions of inherent, oreated, and
transcendent rationality will be considered, along with the idea of

awe/
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awe and mystery as well as the positive benefits of false theories.
Then immanence, revelation, openness of concepts will be dealt with
before attention is turned to the role of community in Tor ance's
account and the difficulties this ecreates for free will, actual
discussion, argument and communication in general,

However behind this form of criticism which is geared to Torrance's
own presentation and emphasis there will be a general background of
oriticism which will be the basis from which the oriticism of Torrance
is launched and that which will serve as the ground for development
of my own positive view,.

This general criticism of Torrance's view will concentrate on
three areas, Some of the omissions which Torrance makes will be
examined as regards the nature of rationality, and the importance of
this centres on his failure to examine the limits of rationality
especially as they are to be understood from the actual practice of
argument and discussion. Secondly Torrance's account will be
discussed on its own merits to see whether or not it stands up as a
sufficient account of what rationality is, and it will be shown in
what way Torrance fails to meke out his case, and the details of this
failure will be presented in the body of the text. Finally it will
be shown that one of the effects of Torrance's account is that it
leaves no room for the critic to stand upon. It will be seen that
his discussion of intuition, his failure to exglude the false=~
astrology, alchemy, fairy-lore and boojums-~ his position against
other christians and other religions, his account of revelation, his

doctrine of the Holy Spirit, and Torrance's inability to question his

own/
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own system all are part and parcel of the way he excludes the critie
from being able to express dissatisfaction with his view and offer an
alternative,

The presentation of the criticism shall, however, be based not
on moulding Torrance's material to suit my own ends but by taking his
position as he has it outlined in his own account and with the sorts
of emphases which he makes, In this way I shall seeck to be fair,
while at the same time seeking to isolate particular points for my
own use in the description of an account of rationality which is both
adequate to the complexity of the subject and which also allows genuine
discussion and argument., The first general ground of criticism, then,
against Torrance is his failure to examine the limits of rationality
and his omission of importent features of rationality. Then doubt is
set against the application of the epithet "rational"” to so great a
variety of things such as persons and inanimate objects. Then two
examples of such rationality, that of the universe and God, are tested
for adequacys. Then attention is drawn to the reliance of Torrance's
view of rationality on a particular christian emphasis and position.

In view of the detail and scope of Torrance's account of rationality,
it seems illegitimate to suggest that his account is in fact too brief.
It is, however, overbrief in that it is at a considerable tangent to
the bulk of present discussion of the nature and scope of rationality.
This critiecism would have little relevance, but for the fact that
Torrance's view of theological secience has integral to it a view of
rationality which is basic to the description both of natural secience
as practised today as well as to theology as he seeks to practise and

commend/
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commend such a practice. Torrance's account, on his own admission,
is in the tradition of the Early Fathers, the Reformation, and what
he describes as modern science; yet the concept of rationality is
historically related to the work of the Rationalists throughout the
ages, and there is little account taken of the nature of such a view
in its historical sspect, apart from references to the problems
created by Cartesian dualism, This is also the case with the lack
of relation to the bulk of modern discussion on the theme of
rationality. Modern discussions such as those of W.W. Bartley III,
J« Bennett, Re. Edgley, and B, Wilson are without mention or analysis,
whereas they offer alternative views of the nature and scope of
rationality, and need therefore to be argued against and to be
contrasted with his own accounts In the specific detail of Torrance's
account and approach to the nature of rationality, one is left without
sufficient discussion of a whole variety of features of rationality,
which any account of adequacy must at least put into some perspective
and offer understanding of. The relationship of rationality with
reason, and the uses of "reascnable" and "unreasonable" in the wide.
variety of contexts are not specifically considered or examined.
There is no account given of the logical, practical, secientifie, or
experiential limits of rationality, which are the crucial features
of rationality in argument and discussion. There is no account of
the relation of rationality to such ideas as justification, evidence,

and critiecism, Nor does Torrance discuss the traditional antitheses
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of reason over and against faith or against experience, by examination
of the generally accepted anti-theses involved. Torrance does not
compare and contrast rationality in human spheres with animal behaviour
and claims to rationality. There is no analysis of these various
concepts, which seem, prima fagie, so essential in understanding what
rationality is, and how best to give an adequate account of such
rationality especially as it relates to theology in any claim to
scientific method and integrity.

It is, of course, easy to complain about the failure to analyse
cognate concepts of rationality which seem crucial in any adequate
account of its nature, But this needs to be coupled with a careful
eritique of exactly what Torrance does say, even if that in itself is
not & complete explanation of rationality. Yorrance states that
rationality is a feature of many and various things. He talks of
the rationality of the univeraa,l things,z nature,3 in the nature of

5

thinga,h world, exiatenca,6 theology,? scientiats,a creation,9 and

God.lo Some of these will be examined in greater detail, but it is
doubtful if one can talk of the rationality of things, of the universe
and of God, as if rationality in each case was one and the same sort
of thing. The rationality of objects and the rationality of' the

universe are surely difierent levels of statements and of organisation.
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They refer to different sorts of things. It is prima facie false

that the rationality of any particular object is at the same sort of
level and can be construed in the same sort of way as the rationality
of the universe. Torrance seeks to present rationality as the adoption
of modesy but to clarify this & definition of' nature of the universe

is required over and against particular objects, with explicit in any
such definition the relation of rationality to the different things

and levels of things, involved. The raticnality of my big toe, or
indeed of all big toes, is diff'erent from and is worthy of different
sorts of considerations, from the rationality of the universe and all
nature. To call the universe or nature rational seems to be the making
of some statement concerning organisation or principles by which
organisation can be seen and understood of a massive and intricate
systems It can at least be imagined what it would be like to draw

up such prineiples in order tc reduce the complexity of any system, or
to put it even more neuirally, any grasp of phenomena like the universe,
to a more simple level by clarification of the interconnections and
interrelations of the parts in what can then be seen to be a wholes

To talk of the rationality of the universe is to view it as a system
which can be appreciated and grasped, even if this appreciation and
grasping is an ideal which is never attained. In comparison to talk

~ of the rationality of a big toe, or a desk, or any thin:, must surely
be at & ifferent sort of level, It may be that it still is & reference
to & principle of organisation and the capacity to reduce a complex to

& more simplified systematic account and this to facilitate understanding,

but/
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but the point is that to use in both this context and that of the
universe and nature, the term "rationality" without some qualification
or explication, leaves no wiser than when started.

As will be considered, one is also confronted with the difficulty
of interpreting nature, the universe, desks, God, etc., as objects,
This will be related to the specific definition of rationality, but for
the moment, it may be seen that.by talking of the variety of things
and the reference of rationality as being applicable to all these
different sorts of things, there is a danger of smuggling in implicity
the doctrine of objects, which are to be approached with the proper
mode of rationalitye. But the universe is not an object in the same
way as my big toe, if' the universe is in any sense an object. Against
it is the setting together of dififerent levels of things, and different
sorts of terms, and suggesting by the use of the term "rationality"
that there is some sort of common ground to be understcod, or rather
in the way of understanding each and all of them. The ratilonality of
scientists is totally different from the rationality of the universe,
yet no examination is offered and delineation of the way that the term
"rationality" is being used, in the one case, as a characteristic of
human beings, and in the olher case, some sort of principle of
orgenisation or understanding open to humans to grasp, if but approached
correctlye.

If one of the notions is examined which Torrance mentions, that of
the rationality of the universe, or of nature, or that of the rationality
in the nature of things, (one is again unclear whether these are all the

same thing or three different things), it can be seen that there is a
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problem to be taken account of, The presence of evil in the world
must count against the apparent rationality of nature, and in turn,

of the universe, for evil is apparently discontinuity. Torrance
himself talks of the problem of evil in "Faith and FPhilosophy", where
he says that "where evil is not regarded as relative, but as radical,
any philosophy which attenpts a unitary intérpratation of existence is
confronted by shipwreck ... modern philosophy ... realises .... the
surd-character of evil, Somehow evil posits itself and cannot be
rationalisedsessefivil is :undamantally'diacontinuity“.ll However this
is countered by the fact that "faith insiatsron taking the discontinuity
and contradictions in human life seriously and honestly and challenges
the superficiality of the philosophor who thinks that by dialectic he
can reach a c¢oherent interpretation of existence in which the gaps of
evil and sin and pain are healed by the activity of reason alcne".12
The only other reference to the problem of evil in the four major works
dealt with comes in "Theological Science” in his discussion of the
problems of logic., He says that in "religious experience and knowledge
we work with the problem of the faithfulness of God, and we live and
plan our lives accordingly. But we kecep meeting evil and suffering
which rise up before us as manifestations of disconnection and disorder
in the nature of things and we are shocked at their deformity, i.e.

their contradiction of rational forme And so we are driven to meditate

upon/
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upon them more profoundly for even disorder argues for order, seeking
to reduce our understanding of experience to fullrintelligibility.

We still believe that God is reliable and faithful, and that form

and order belong to the fabric of the universe, and that behind creation
and . 2 fall there remains God etermally and infinitely loving and
wise, From the point of view of logical form there is a grave
disconnection between the goodness and ' ' power of God and the facts
of evil and suffering in the oreation; for faith this element of
in@oherence is a problem only vis-a-vis ultimate coherence, faith
insists in asking whether this is not to work with a superficial
notion of uniformity, in which our formalization of things has been
allowed to run ahead of the facts and to impose a false and illusory
unity on them, e.ge by deriving a notion of ‘omnipotence' through a
logical construction out of the kind of power that we find in nature,
brute force, formalizing tls abstract possibility to the nth

degree, and then setting beside it a notion of 'infinite goodness'
derived in a similar way through logical construction and projection
out of our common human ideas, only to find that they contradict each
other in the face of the evil and suffering of our world. It isuthe
Cross of Christ, however, that faith penetrates deeply into its
understanding of the faithfulness of God, for there He is found at
work in the depth of measUfrgless evil and the unappeasable agony of
mankind overcoming contradiction, achieving reconciliation and bringing
unity through atonenant“.13 This is quoted at length for this is the

fullest/
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fullest and only account giver in the maejor works selected for study,
and well typifies the line which Torrance takes on this question.
What is offered in his remerks from "Faith and Philosophy™ and
"Theological Science" is not a clear-cut account of the relation of
the surd-like quality of evil to the inherent intelligibility of the
universe and the world, Rather he suggecsts that the problem of evil
arises because of a simplistic uni-level prroaoh to what is complex
and multi-levelled. There is a tension in the remarks, for, on the
one side, there is the willingness to admit the genuine nature of evil,
the "surd character”, "deformity", and with this the tacit admission
that evil is a problem, for it is scmething that in spite of which we
"gtill believe that God is reliable and faithiul",. (My.emphasis),lh
But on the other hand, evil is only an "element of incoherence"”, which
results from working with a "superficial notion of uniformity”, as
well as apparently from a false construction of "omnipotence”, at
least that is the given example., The problem of evil seems, however,
more of a problem than is allowed for in this setting. If its
"surd-character" is taken seriously it must be asked whether this
"surd character" results from a faulty analysis of a systematic whole,
or else is itself genuinely and really surd. If it merely results
from a faulty analysis, it seems to be coming round to say that evil
only appears to ve evil, given a particular understanding which is
limited and imposes a false unity. If, on thedther hand, it is

genuinely surd, it follows that it must count seriously against any
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claim of rationality for the world, nature and the universe. If
it is taken seriocusly, it must lead to serious problems of the scope
of rationality, when applied to the world and the universe, If it
is not taken seriously, then ratimnality is saved, bul at the cost of
belittling the reality of evil and itis irrational appearance.
Torrance's account needs to be further understood in two aspects.
ile states thal in being confronted with evil in the nature of things
ve are "driven to meditate upon them more profoundly for even disorder
argues for order, seeking to reduce our understanding of experience
to fuller intelligibiliiy". (My emphasis). To suggest that disorder
argues for order is difficult to allow without argument. If one tries
to reduce tnings in an orderly fashion, then cerdtainly when confronted
with a disordered set of things, one will try to reduce the disorder
to order, but that reduction of order from disorder resulis not from
the disorder in the things themselves, but rather the ordering drive
in oneselfs It is just not the case that when counfronted with a
disorder, automatically and immediately it is thought thal it is order
gone wrong, out of hand, or about to be corrected. The clothes strewn
around the teenager's room certainly to the mind of-the tidy parent
argues for a kind of order, but tc the teenager it does not. Paint
slapped on to canvas by means of a rotary spray-gun may well appear
to the would-be avantgarde art eritic the crder of a new form of art,
but it is still also just disordered paint blobs. Evil and disorder
need not necessarily lead to saying "Ah, order gone wrﬁng herel" op

"Wie need order here", It may, buit it need not. It may, for instance,
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given the other aspect of Torranoefs account. In dealing with the
problem of evil the presuppositions at work in Torrance's view are
seen very cleerly. He makes no apelogy for such presuppositions in
"Theologiocal Soienne“,l5 but in the discussion of evil, it is first

of all set in the framework of the faithfulness of God, oreation and
the fall, and is finally to be solved in the mystary of.the atonement
in the cro s of Christ. There is no necessity to discuss the details
of how evil is related to such a view, but rather to make the point
that for Torrance, the problem of evil is integrally bound up with a
view of God, His relation to the world, and His work in and through
the Person of Christ, What is difficult is not so much the making
senge of the problem of evil in such & religious context, but rather
that in & discusszion of rationality and in the relation of rationality
as it reflers to the universe, and of the world, such a religious thesis
for the neture of the problem of aevil is only one possible account
and explanation, but certainly not the only or necessarily the correct
ones Hvil is a problem in any claim that nature is rational, and
that the universe is rational, but if its correct understanding is
possible only in and through the religious thesis, this thesis must be
shown to be superior to all others, and the faults, weaknesses, and
failure on the part of the other views or accounts of evil pointed
out, and the positions argued for. Torrance's solution to the problem
may or may not be another solution, but it needs careful ocomparison
with other agcounts successfully to make out its case,

Torrance's/
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Torrance's statement of the rationality of nature, things, and
the universe must, therefore, be further explicated particularly vis-a
-vis the problem of evil and his view of God's providence and goodness,
before his case cen be accepted. Attention is turned now to one of
the other terms of which, or of whom, Torrance tells us rationality is
& feature. What sense can be made of talk of the rutionaliiy of God?.
Later the relation of God's rationality to other rationalities will be
examined but now concentration is on what the notion of the rationality
of God cun mean, "Rational", "reasonable", and the other synonyms,
seem to have a close relation with the notion of persons. People are
rational, or irrational, and they have or fail to have rational
understanding. As has been seen in Torrance's account, it is people,
things, the universe, and God which are all rational, or &ll have
rationality, but this cannot be in the same sense for alle First of
all, in whal semse is God like & person who is rational? There are
so many things waich make sense when referred to persons and their
qualities, which are difficult to relate to Gode Does God have
intentions and purposes, and are these rationalf It can be imagined
that people will fail to behave as rationally as they might, but God
could not fail to be retional, if He is the all perfect One, It seems
odd to imagine that God has intentions or purposes which He thinks of,
thinks over, examines, and then executes and awaits the results. God
is not rational in the same sense as human beings are rational. His
rationality would and must be unlimited and perfect, and His expression
of rationality must be in different modes. For instance, it is

claimed that to be rational is to behave in & fashion appropriate to

the/
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the object, and to adeopt a mode of rationality appropriate to that
object. But what sense can be had of God's wehaving or not behaving?
Behaviour requires a body and certain physical characteristios. What
could it mean for God to adopt or not to adopt a mode of rationality,
setting aside the problem of what this might mean in itself, and
concentrating on the idea that God has to do something, as if He is

not in the situation of it always and only being done as it ought to

be done? In other words, as in all talk of God, there are considerable
difficulties bound up with the concept of God and any expression of it.
Now this is not at all to suggest that by careful consideration, these
difficulties c cennot be surmounted,ih, but rather that in the context
of talk of the rationality of God, these problems are exacerbated and
require all the more careful treatment, But Torrance is not so
simplistic as may appear tc be suggested, for he has two lines of
approach open and he utilises both. He centres on the Person of
Christ in the Incarnation, and thus seeks to show God entering into
space and time, into created form, and thus hoping to deal with the
problems of the gap between God and man in the atonement on the cross
and in the very life and Person of Christ, This mey be the case or
not, but it is beside the voint, for the objection rests upon the
belief in God from eternity to eternity, not as the God=man, but as

the God of heavenand earth and all that is therein. Of course, for
Torrance, God cannot adequately be grasped apart from Christ, but there
still remain difficulties within the concept of God, which the living
reality of Christ and the revelation He brings cannot dissolve for they
are related to the understanding of God as God, and it is in this

context/
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context that the question of the rationality of God is raised.
However, Torrance does suggest that the rationality of God is
very different from the rationality which we grasp in the created
order, and what is required is the stretching of concepts. The
danger with stretching concepts to cover or bridge the gap of
transcendent to created rationality lies Just in the extent of the
difference, and the problem not of overstretching, but of annihilating
our concepise. To talk of God adopting rationality, or behaving
rationally mekes little sense, and would appear to leave only some
sort of def'initional axiom that God is rationmals. If an example is
taken ol' & rational man who is confronted with a need tc choose betwemn
two courses of action, it can be seen that to talk of God in relation
to behaving rationally is diff'icult. The rational man confronted
with a decision is in the situation where he can see ihe problem and
how it arose. IHe can see the alternatives before him, or can work
them oui, and then think through what will happen if' he does one thing
rather than the other. The rational man can see the consequences
and then decide which of these conseguences are acceptdble and which
are not, then thal person will take the action necessary to begin the
chain of consequences which leads to the desired ef'ect, He then

can look back and sée the initial action @nd its consequences and

and measure the success or failure of his planning and action,

In contrast, the God Who is not in time can have nc process of planning,
working out of consequences, welghing up alternatives, deciding to act,
acting, and then evaluating the action and its effects, The Geod of
christianity is usually conceived of as "seeing" things simul stant -

all at once = with no attached problems of action or time sequences.

To/
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To predicate rationality of God without careful delineation of
diff'erence from rationality in man, only leads to internal diff'iculties
in any view of rationality. What meaning this can have in terms

of significance and importance is di. ficult to see, and it tends towards
a reduction of God to rationality. To predicate rationality properly
of God, the understanding and definition of rationality would have to
be transcended so that one could never formulate far less grasp what
this was. This leads to Torrance's doctrine of the work and Person

of the Holy Spirit. This, of course, presupposes the Christian view
of man and the bulk of Christian doctring, but it also typifies a
tension in Torrance between the subjective and the objective, for if
appreciation of rationality cam only come by the work of the Holy
Spirit, then man's freedom to be rational and to make rational choices,
runs the risk of disappearing in the action of a grace which not only
gives, but also gives the capacity to receive, The rational man is
usually accounted to be the free man who can withstand all outside
pressures and can understand and choose for himself regardless of what
others say, and do, but in Torrance's work the freedom of man becomes
interpreted as proper freedom only when the Holy Spirit totally
influences and guides man to appreciate the truth both by revealing

the truth to him and giving him the capacity to receive the truth and
see that it is true. Meynell presents the problem with such

religious assumptions as Torrance holds to be necessary when he states,
"Given that Christian theology is an intellectual discipline by means
of which one can apprehend the truth at a2ll, given that God the creator
really does reveal himself to man through Jesus Christ and the
Seriptures, Torrance's method is admirably conceived. But the premises

may be questioned; it may be asked what evidence exists that there
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is a God, that he has revealed himself to men at all, or that he has
revealed himself in Jesus Christ -« apart from the subjective oconviction

A58 24 1t the case that

of the believers that these things are so".
God has presented Himself in a particular way whicE chows that He is
of a particular nature, or is this Torrance's ocwn construction of
particular eventsf How is it known
that God is thus and not so? "Jesus Christ shows us"., comes the reply.
How can it be accepted that Jesus Christ shows that God is thus and not
$0? This is an 1llegitinate quedtion, for it seeks, Torrance states,
to step outside of the actual revelation of God. This leads to the
view that all theclogy is to be called in question by the Truth, but
that Truth is in fact a very specific theology centred in Jesus Christ,
One still feels that it is very muoch to the point to ask whether Torrance
is entitled to assume that God is rational, that God is truly the
Creator ol man, and thet revelation is thus rather than so. It must
be asked how it can be known thoet God is retional, that He has saved
cur rationality, or that lie can do so, and that the ocbject and our
apprehension of it coincide by the grace of God, for though these
guestions arc illegitimate tc Torrance, they are the foundations of
his systematic view and unless the foundetions are sure and secure,
the superstructure cannot properly be supported.

Some doubts have been raised as to the presentation of rationality
as a feature of many things which are so varied and essentially

different/
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different in kind, and the appropriatensss of the one term to cover
the neture of all these things queried. Two specific examples of
Torrance's have been taken and some basic questions raised as to the
rationality of the universe and of neture in relation to the problem
of evil, and then as to what meaning can be attazched to the rationality
of Godes Attention is turned now from these general problems of
approach and detail of approach tc the detail of Torrance's account,
The outline of the details of his view will be followed as earlier
presented in order to preserve coherence and order in seeking to
grasp the nature and role of rationality as part of Torrance's view.
This next section of criticism will concentrate of Torrance's view of
objectivity and its relation to subjectivity. The limited effect of
his thesis will be shown and the way tiis affects his own viewe The
differences between verification in science and theology will be
exanined especially in relation to the continuing presence of
¥ subjeetive factors not mersly contingently, but necsssarily.

The main theme of Torrance's account of rationality is its
¢close relation with objeetivity and therefore the stress he puts on
the idea th.%t to be rational is to adopt a mode of rationality
appropriate to the nature of' the object.16 At the very ouiset it was
seen that this was the necessary corrective to the irrationalism and
subjectivity which has influenced mcdern theology. The problem of
today is the [light from objectivity in religious beliefs and doctrines
into irrationaliﬁy.l? This irrationality is characterised by

1
subjeclivity, " phenomenalism,19 personalism,zo and egocantricity.zl

Hun/
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Man is the measure of 8ll things and his religious views are merely
the modes of a particular kind of self-expression and self-understanding.22
Man's view of himself and his reason is out of proper proportion.23

25 26

Thus man is involved in m%Cbliium’zh subjectivism, ~ abstraction, = and

the false separation of the physical from the spiritual, thought from

27

life, and God from the world. Religion becomes merely phenomenology

or sociology,za or else a form of existentialism as characterised

29

particularly by Bultmann. Torrance suggests that man is diseased

with the obsession of self-understanding,jo and that religious folk
1k

are autistic and aphatic. As was seen this subjectivity leads to
irrational behaviour, man's imposition of his own patterns, man's
inability to distinguish himself over and against reality, and finally
into meaninglessness and futility. The same is true in the working
of autonomous reason., The cure for all this is attachment to the
object and so the adoption of the correct mode of rationality as
prescribed by the nature of the objeot.32 This is all well and

good, there will be an examination of what this return to objectivity
means on its own grounds, but it is only part of what Torrance says,
though the stress in his work is constantly on this aspect. There
exists however, a tension between this objectivity and a return to
true rationality and the very subjectivity Torrance seeks to avoid and

cure, This tension is to be found in his own work and it must be

considered/
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considered whether or not it is a happy tension. Torrance sums up

the problem as how %o "refer thoughts and statements genuinely beyond
ourselves, how to reach knowledge of reality in which we do not obtrude
ourselves distortingly into the picture, and yet how to retain the full
and integral place of the human subject in it all“.jj Can, on Torrance's
own aceount, a full place be given to both these emphases? Undoubtedly
there is a greater emphasis on the objective side: upon the reality
being allowed to disclose itself, but the subjective cannot be totally
overcome. Torrance stresses that "A, Eddington, M. Polanyi, and von
Weigsacker in their different ways have successfully shown how the
personal factor inevitably enters into scientific knowledge for the
very fact of our knowing explicitly enters into what we know. It is

therefore unscientific to pretend that the sggjeotiva element is

eliminated when it cannot be.Scientific thinking must operate with a
severly self-critical and controlled subjectivity, for we can only
advance to new knowledge by rigorous re-interpretation, and sometimes
only by renunciation of previous modes of knaning“.jﬁ (My emphasis).

In relation to von Weizsacker and Heisenberg one learns that "in so far
as our scientific propositions are of stages in nature which we help to
produce, they are statements about what we can do as well as statements
about nature itself, Hence scientific laws are expressions of our

modes of cognition as well as of realities in themselves. Thus the

comgletelgz
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completely between things-in-themselves and our ways of knowing and speaking

of them", (My emphaais).35

What is thus entailed for science by the account of the subjective
factors that Torrance is now including is that "if the knowledge of
nature is inescapably bound up with the human subject, if it is his

knowledge, then it is finite and limited, not only because practically

he is limited and finite, but because knowledge is limited by the fact
that his knowing is inescapably & part of it, limited therefore at its

very root which it can never transcend without ceasing altogether,
Experimental science can never transcend its starting-point, or its own

limited instruments and therefore attain to God's knowledge, i.e. from
an absolute point where it transcends all anthropomorphism". (my emphasis
except ﬂgég:)js This means that "what we do in science is to reduce

to knowledge the relation between ourselves and the external world,
relations that are active on our part as well as passive. Ve do not

describe the realities we know as they are mer in themselves, for

we cannot separate them entirely by themselves apart from the processes
in our knowing of thep but if so this does not allow us to argue that it

is finally we who impose form and order upon things and that we have no
really objective knowledge of them in accordance with their own nature
and rationality. What it does teach us is that the rigorous formal-
tizations of our knowledge are not to be treated like transcripts of
reality but precisely as scientific instruments and demonstrative
indicators referring us away from ourselves to the things we seek to

know,/
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know, so that by their nature they are engaged in the relentless
service of objectivity., The relativity of our knowledge to extermal
reality and its objectivity are but the obverse of each other"., (My
anphasis).37

What Torrance now appears to be saying is that there will always
be personal factors involved in all knowing so that we are only in a
position of controlled subjectivity. The aspect of personal judgment
is a necessary part of the assessment of evidence, thus one can never
attain fixed categories or ultimate truth. Reality can never be
totally captured, for it outruns what can be specified and we are unable
to eliminate the noetic structure of thought and language in the attempt
to be true to the ontic structure of things, What this in turn means
for LTorrance's main emphasis on the flight from such subjectivity and
the cure of objectivity and rationality, is that such a cure is limited
and endless in its application, Instead of some brave new way in
philosophy and theology and science (or rather the old but forgotten way)
where the object is everything and we are nothing, it seems that we are
going to be something and that something is constantly going to have to
be dealt with., It seems that we are left much in the place we were
before we started with the object and the subject, but perhaps even worse
for Torrance, for if the subjective always intrudes, it would seem that
it has necessarily intruded into even his presentation of the cure for

subjectivity,/
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subjectivity, so also his view must be subjected to revision and critical
testing and retesting. Certainly the dramatic eff'ect of his thesis is

cast into a much more modified belief when the full implications of the
continuing role of' the subjective in all science are realised. Whether

in natural soience or theological seience it is not the case that

"science (can) detach itself from the hunanity that is involved in it,
cutting of{’ knowledge of' the object from the fact thaet it is knowledge

by & human subject, and since in each case it is only too easy for us

to impose masterful forms of thought upon the realities we seek to
investigate, we must constantly engege in acts of fundamental reorientation
in which our concepts and terms are matched with their material content“.sa
It means too that in verification, for natural science, there is required
in the last resort "a personal judgment in assessment of the evidence.

No theoretical demonstration will ever give formal certainty .n the realm
of the empirical, so that the seientist must judge whether he will commit

39 In theology this

himself to the pressure of the facts upon him",
means that "for verification we can only cast ourselves ultimately upon
the justifying grace of God, since in the last resort verification of
our knowledge'of God must come to us from without from God Himaelf".ho
The problem with this last point concerning the nature of
theological verification is that what it appears to suggest is a basic
difference between verification in natural science and in theology.

In the one case we judge and commit ourselves, in the other, God does

it by His grace. There is a danger that what this essentially amounts

to/
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to is that theology is not really a science at all for the subjective
factors are dealt with sufficiently distinctively enough %o ensure true
dbjectivityhlin the one but not in the other, but so another tension
remains. If it is accepted that Torrance is permitted to hold a tension
between the subjective and the objective as he appears to require, if
this is then applied to theology and the other sciences, is he to say
that theology is exactly the same (given the difference of the object,

of course), or is it different? If theology is the same then the
universal and authoritative statement of Cod's work and our relation to
God must be cast in doubt, as all scientific theories are till proven
true, regardless of whether by proof we mean inductive success or
fertility in casting light on other problems. If theology is different,
in as much as the Objeot studied is of such a nature that the subjective
is totally controlled and we do have contact with the truly objective,
then it seems to amount to a radical disjunction between theology as a
science and all other acienues.hz This problem, however, only arises

if it is allowed that Torrance can hold the two factors of the subjective
and the objeoctive. IThis is more difficult for there seems a need for
considerable modification in presentation and exposition of the view he
off'ers, for he appears to offer a cure for subjectivity and irrationality
by attachment to the object, then, as it were in the small print,
certainly as it compares in the space devoted to the objective side and
how that deals with subjectivity, it is discovered that, of course, we

are still conditioned by the subjectivE factors, but what is to be done is
to/
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to use open concepis and field theory to worm & way into the interior

logic of things, so that the subjectivity is properly controlled by
attachment to the objects There is, then, in Torrance's account a

tension, which is uneasy in relation to the claims he makes for his own

view, which is to end "the romantic irrationality and bloated subjestivity

of modern theology", and in its place to return to theological rationality.u
The subjeotivity may be deflated, but it is not exorecised.

Attention has been centred on the notion of objectivity and the
difficulties which sre related to the inability to dispense with
subjective features in all knowing whether this is in science or theologye.
Now a positive value is mentioned, that of the integration of the
intellectual with the rest of life and knowledge. Consideration is then
given to the notion of "object" on Torrance's account, in particular
questioning the degree of diff'erences between objects, the definition of
objects, and certain candidates for the status of' "objeot", such as
"mind", historical evenis, sclentific objects, and Gods Then the
problems attached to precategorisation, over personalising, intuition,
and the use of figurative language will be raised and analysed.

Before returning to consider the stress on objectivity in Torrance,
in the capacity to refer to what is not ourselves, his view must be
commended that rationality is not just intellectual but must aff'ect every
aspect of life. One of the dangers facing any account of the nature
and scope of rationality is to limit it to the power of the mind and
thus overloock the integral relation with behaviour., Whatever rationality
may be seen to be, it is surely complex and aff'ects every facet of our

lives as human beings. For too long we have suffered from a false

separation/
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separation of knowing and doing in moral philosophy without due attention
to the notlon of "akrasia", weakness of will, In philosophy, in
general terms, there is a danger of over-intellectualising - perhaps it
is just against this that ordinary language philosophy became so much

in vogue but certainly il we seek to explicate the notion of rationality
and what it is to be reasocnable, it is necessary to consider man's life
in all its moral, aesthetic, and social aspects as well as in its
scientific and intellectual ones. Torrance is right to draw attention
to the importance of rational activity in every aspect of human life.

It is essential to come to grips with the heart of Torrance's view
and this can only be summed up in the stress that what we know, the
object, must prescribe for us the mode of rationality we are to adopt
towards it.hk An attempt has been made to draw out from Torrance's
work the centrality of this notion in his presentation, but lest it be
thought that the exanples given are highly selective, and to impress
the centrality of this notion in his view, I list some of the explicit
references in the work under consideration, with risk of pedantry, but
the importance of the doctrine for his work cannot be overstated.
Torrance refers to this doctrine in at least the following places:-
FuPepepe2h3=k; Tepepexii,xiii,svii,3,9-10,11,25-26,33,34,35,38,54,85,
93,106=7,124,129,131,185,197,198,208,281,303,338; MM.pep.15,53,57-8,
66,723, T4~5595,11:3,231=2,268,269; Sepepeki=5,9=10,11,15,35,42,52=3,68,
72,82,91,93,113,114,115,116,119-20,156,182,187,198., Torrance equates
rationality with human knowing and in particular the objeetive way that
each object must prescribe the mode of rationality which we adopt towards

ite/
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it, If every object, from the universe to God Almighty, is not known
by this definition of rational behaviour, then Torrance's thesis must be
in doubt. There is an implicit tension in Torrance's account. On the
one hand, he presents the one basic human way of' knowing, the scientific
way, the rational way of all knowledge. So one looks for this one
method which will solve all epistemological problems if it is followed
through rigorously, but it is discovered, on the other hand, that there
are as many aifferent ways of knowing as there are objects. Every
object prescribes the mode of rationality we are to adopt towards it:
all our knowing is to be conditioned by the nature of' the object, and
objects are very different. Is there then any benei'it to be gained
from the thesis of the object determining the mode of rationality adopted?
The unitariness involved in deseribing such as the one basiec way of
knowing is & strangely tenuous unity, which is united only by the degree
of generality which such a remark must rest on, given, as we are given,
that every object is different and we must not apply the categories

from one sphere of knowing to another, Does not the degree ef
diversity of objects and, therefore, of ways of knowing, detract from a
stress of' the unity of all sciences to such an extent that it may become
merely a truism parallel to the Aristotelian notion that we can only
have the degree of exactitude which is appropriate to the objects of each
science, which is true, but makes no inroads into the approach to the
objects or to the degree of exactitude we are able to reach and actually
do reach, [Everything is, as it were, left as it is. The unity of
science is the diversity f its objects and the appropriate approaches

to these objects.
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Given, however, that Torrance is not propounding a truism at
least to his own way of thinking, it must be inquired what sense can be
made of his thesis. The first problem must be whether or not it is
possible easily to separate out each object and each field of inquiry,
and thus the different modes of rationality required for appropriateness.
An example may be taken from the subject of one of the Gifford Lecture series,
"The Phenomenon of !ind'.&s Let it be granted for the sake of argument
that "mind" is in some sense an object, if only in the sense that it
has meaning within a specific field of discourse., The composition of
the Gifford Lecture team shows very clearly the inability to separate
the various fields of inquiry into the respective objects without being
in danger of failing to do justice to the complexity and nature of the
object. Is "mind" the province of psychology, neuro=-physiology, or
philosophy, of all three, of more than three, or of none at all?
There is a very basic problem in suggesting that rationality centres on
the nature of the object and the path it prescribes for its proper
understanding. Again, if we take an historical event, which in some
sense is an object, e.g. the French Revolution, This can be seen in
social, economic, historical, phychological, political, and religious
terms as well as a combination of all these and more. To say that the
object determines the mode of rationality we are to adopt helps not one
whit to reduce the complexity of a full and proper understanding of the
"object", unless it merely states the obvious. To grasp properly the

object a highly complicated amalgam  the dif'f'erent rationalities which
derive from the different fields of study is required. But this se-ms

far from what Torrunce is saying.
But/
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But the problem is more severe, lor it must be inquired what sense
can be attached to the notion of "object". Torrance states that every
object is to prescribe the mode of rationality to be adopted, and this is
presented as the truly scientific method of approach to everything.

This 1s what retionality is and, if’ we are to be rational, we must follow
ite But while desks and people are obviously “objeota“for all the

world to come into contact with, it is less elear that "mind" or the
"French Revolution" are "objects". What kind of object is the mind?

Is it a physical, a spiritual, a psychological, & neuro=physiological
object, is it one thing, or many different sorts of things? There seems
no one thing, no one object which is nuind, hence the Gifford Lectures

and the wealth of modern literature on the nature of mind both from
psychological and philosophical sources. In reading the variety of
accounts, one is conscious that whatever "mind" in fact is, the different
writers certainly regard it in very different ways and their desoriptions
seem to have little or no overlap. The only genuinely obvious common
ground is the fact of linguistic usage and the common "term", but this
is of no value to Yorrance's account of the way the world actually is.

So too it is difficult to understand what sort of "object" the French
Revolution is, It is an event, and it is past, but then the problems
begine VWhen did it begin and when did it end? Did it begin with the
Oath of the Tennis Court, the execution of Louis, or was it much further
back with the harvest failures, or the influence of the American War of
Independence, and did it end with the rise of Napoleon, the fall of

Napoleon, or is it still going on? What is the "object"” that historians

and/
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and novelists seek to portray?”. 1Is it an object at all, in even the

most attentuated sense of thewrd? Or is the response to these

questions that it is just in all the complexity of such notions and

events that one finds the need to be fixed on the object for the proper
mode of rationality. Torrance himself raises the question of the
relevance of Historical Science, though at the general level and
specifically in relation to Chriat.h6 Is is inappropriate to examine

this in detail, but two nointis may be considered related to the
difficulties raised., Talking of historical science and the data from

eye witnesses in documentary form and oral tradition, Torrance states

that "so we try to determine what was directly observed and what actually
happeneds This is not a simple but a complicated procedure in which we
segk both to bring to light the grounds upon which our historical knowledge
is based and to establish it evidentially upon those grounds in such a

way that we exhibit a thoroughgoing consistency between our reconstruction
of the events as they really happened end the facts themselves, but in

a measured degree it is the rationality and coherence of our reconstruction
that enables us to diseriminate the real facts from accretions and

b7 Torrance here talks as if it is possible to get through

fictions",
the data of history to the actual event itself or the actual facts of
the situation, It is difficult fo; us to rid our own guestions and
approach in interpreting the historical evanta,hs but how much more
diffioult it is to make sense of ridding the subjective interpretations

from the works of an author and somehow reaching the real "facts" of the

matter./
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matter. Of course it is possible to go some sort of way towards this,
@sg+ that Caesar's "Gallic Wers" will be considerably different from a
Gaul's account of the same wars, but even given that there are two
opposing sources, which is rarely the case, it is hard to see that we
could ever come to say that this and not that was the actual event or
course of events, and even less likely, that we could then claim it to

be the truth. Torrance also talks in this same section of "what the
seientist does in any field is to seek to achieve an orderly understanding
of events in which he can grasp them as a connected and intelligible

whole and so be able to penetrate into their inner rationality. He does
not invent that rationality but discovers it, even though he must act

with imagination and insight in detecting and developing the right clues
and act creatively in constructing forms of thought and knowledge through
which he can discern the basic rationality and let his thinking fall under
its direction as he of'fers even a descriptive account of the GVQnts.“hs
If we couple this with the fact that "in historical events we operate
with a different kind of rationslity which we have described as intention
or purpose, rationality in its personal rather than its impersonal forn“,ﬁg
it must then be wondered what sense cen be made of, and what coherent,

intelligible ploture™

may be presented of actions which flail in intention
and purpose, actions which lack intention and purpose, the frenzies of a
madman, and the quirks of fate, e.gs the storm that blew the Spanish ships
round the West of Englend and Scotland after Drakes' victory, rether than
to the comparative safety of Badiz. It is difficult in relation to

history/
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history to be confident that there is an inherent intelligibility in
historical events and processes, and that it is possible to construct a
rational account of history based on intention and purpose. Some
philosophers have problems enough with the intentions of those they can
see.

What sense can be made of the notion of "objects™ in Torrance's
account? Problems have been shown with "mind" and with history, but
even in science there must be questions raised as to the implications
of the word "object", Do scientists work with "obJjects", and do they
regard what they work with as "objects"? Normally, scientists are
thought of as working in the field of phenomena, and it is difficult
to iuterpret photons and neutrons as objects, rather than as manif'estations
of phenomenal occurences., The sorts of experiments that scientists use
seen to concenirate on the phenomena in a vast variety of conditions
rather than on specific "objects". Ars forces and fields "objects”
end in what sense dc they "exist"? Are the waves and particles which
now offer a fuller explanation oi the nature of light than was previously
possible, "objects" or are they "coastructs", "hypothetical constiructions”,
or disclosure models for & more adequate account of what is involved in
light, but without any claim as an onitological basis? The mein "Object"
for Torrance is, of course, God, Who is to prescribe for us the mode of
rationality which is appropriate tc His nature. Torrance lays great
stress on the uniqueness of this Ubject, and therefore of the danger of
seeking to apply understanding frow any one sphere to the sphere of the
knowledge/
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knowledge of God, but the problem may not so much be the application of
foreign moulds to knowledge of God, but rather the very uniqueness of the
religious Object. It first of all creates tension for the notion that
all objects are subject to the one basic mode of knowing, but, more
cruecially, it also puts strain on the nature of "objects". Can there

be talk in the same sense, and in reslation to the same method of
epistemology, of the "object" desk and the "Object" God, without meaning
something so totally different by "object" and in method of epistemological
approach, that there is no helpful parallelism between what is done in the
one case and what is done in the other. The problem is not relieved by
stressing that God is not just "Object", but also "Subjeet", therefore

we must look for proper parallels in the realm of human personal relations,
This is not to suggest in the least that Torrance is extrapolating from
human relations to relations with God, but rather thals the sense of

knowing God is best paralleled by the human knowing of other persons,

but whether this is suf'ficiently illiminating as a parallel given the
necessary differences between God as Person and man as person, remains

to be seen,

The basic problem with Torrance's acoount is what sense can be
attached to his notion of "object". Some of the specific examples hzve
been examined to try to show that these create difficulties and tension
within his account, such that the notion of "object" is unclear and that
without the capacity to state the object and to know what the ohjeect is,
it is impossible on Torrance's account, to be truly rational, for we would
have no presecription concerning the mode of rationality to be adopted.

There/
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There 4is, in this position, however, a subtle problem, which it is

eagy to slide over, An attempt has been made to show that there are
problems in clarifying the notion of "object" in Torrance, When his own
examples are taken - & desk, a person - we are told that we adopt modes
of rationality which these different sorts of things prescribefor us,
However, before we adopt & mode of rationality we must know what the
object is, but to know what the object is is already to have categorised
it, and thus to have in some sense adopted & mode of ratiorality which is
appropriate., Some judgment is made that this is & partiocular kind of
objeet, a particular example of an object, and so it is treated as all
other such objects are treated. But this prejudgment is what delimits
the rode of rationality we are to adopt. It is because we describe x

as an x that we treat it as we treat all other x's and behave in a manner
appropriate to it, The difficulty for Torrance's account is how one

may allow the object to determine for us the mode of rationality we are
to adopt, if we have to categorise it as such and such an objeet rather
than some other kind. Torrance's kind of response to this would be that
we must rid ourselves of the subjeotive notions we bring to the object,
by submitiing to the object. However, this means that it must be possible
to discover that our categorisation of the object is not fully appropriate
to that object, and one wonders the exent to which this is possible, and
further, the extent to which we can rid ourselves of such subjective

factors, Torronce himself has stressed the necessity for S0 jective

factors in knowing, and the question is merely whether or not this basie
categorisation of x as an x may not be one of the necessary suonjsctive

factors for there to be human knowing at all,

v,
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A slightly diff'erent version of the same point centres around the
differeni kinds of objects which Torrance delineates, He talks of "mute"
objects to which we are to put questions, and "speaking" objeets and
Objects, which a.dress us and to which we listen., The problem is,
however, how it is possible to diff'erentiate the presence of a mute objeot
from one which is capable of self-expression. To know whether or notan
object is mute or capable of self-axpression is already to have adepted
& mode appropriate to that objecte DBut the danger is surely of failing
t0 discern between a mute object and & speaking reality who is reduced
to silence because of my asking the wrong questions in the wrong waye.

Some standard of differentiation is required between objects and of the
nature of the objects involveds This is all the more crucial, when we
are told that every object is to prescribe the mode of rationality which
is appropriate for us to adopt towards ite The problem is & specific

and general one, for it is specific in relation to the doctrine of objects
prescribing for us the mode of rationality to be adopted, and it is general
for it recurs in Torrance'’s language. The sort of thing that Torrance
says is that "in authentic knowledge being shows throggh",Bz "there is

a disclosure of being", "a raticnality that seizes us from above and
beyond ourselves",53 "axioms ..eesf'orce themselves upon us“,54 Ya
rationality..eewhich forces itself upon us".55 Torrance talks of the

disclosure of objects, nature and Gode The danger is of over-personalising

these/
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these concepts. IHow do we know that being can diselose itself, or that

it can disclose itself successfully? We may imbue objects with qualities
they do not in fact possess. The sanse of "disclosure" is somewhat
attentuated, as is the sense of the object's "preseoription" of modes of
rationality. How do we know this, how is it done, how do we differentiate
correct over and againsgt incorrect disclosures and prescripiions? Torrance
does realise the point of these questions, for he states that "when we

speak of the 'self-disclosure' of realities we are aware that this must
of'ten be a figure of speech = i.e, when we are concerned with impersonal,
dumb, and dead things, f'or we have to force them to react to our probes

in a 'yes' and 'no' way and so yield the answers to our gquestions.

But in so far as we interrogate personal realities actual self=-disclosure
comes more into play, and we have to acquire more and more & disciplined
readiness to listen so thal we may really understand them out of thenselven“.ss
liere is the admission of the dangers of over=personalisation and of the

e

figurative fashion of part of his account, but if the figure is reduced
to reality is it any more than an evocative pictu;e? The part we play
in putiing and framing questions is only modified, if with Torrance it
is possible to take the step of {aith that the object is able to disclose
itself if properly quesiioned and approached, and that given long enough
and sui'ficient skill in questioning, the objective state of affairs will
eventually be reached that is that our adopled mode of rationality will
be appropriate to the nature of' the object. What is not clear in this

faith is how one could judge when it is false and when correct.

Ultimately/

56¢ Teped3l; ITimes Literary Supplement 25.12.6Y.



210

51 One of the main

Ultimately Torrance comes down to "intuition”,.
problems with intuition or & retreat to a statement that that is the way
things are, may be seen {rom a description of & situation in which X
seeks o point Y to a particular object, X tells Y that he must »id
himself of all subjective overtones in order to be faithful to the object.
Y must allow the reality to break through upon him, Y follows i's
suggestions and tries to do exsetly as X has told him, but fails to intuit
the objecte Y angrily denies the existence of any objects X hotly
denies that Y has properly conducied the test, I you properly conduct
the test, then you will see the object, but you did not see it, therefore
you did not properly conduct the test, IHeads I win and tails you lose.
This is another example of the dictatorial sirategy which was drawn
sttention to in the discussion of retent writing on Bartley's view.58
This means that the critic has no ground to stand on and can do nething
at all to present any alternative to what is held, Like the person
betting on the tail-side of a double-headed penny, the critic is bound
%0 loses Yet the idea of argument and disoussion seems to leave the
outcome to some extent open according to the strengths and weaknesses of
the particular posiiions under discussion and the arguments which are
used in support and attack on these positions. On Torronce's account,
the oritic not only has no ground to stand on, but no genuine argument
is possible, for there can be no area of agreement or disagreement drawm
over and against Torrance, and the critic can not have common terms with
Torrance without being obliged to share his whole view. Torrance's
intuition rules out all criticism andalternative intuition and this is
part of the general complaint against his position that the critic has
no ground tc stand on,

This/
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This situvation urgently requires some criteria for conducting the
test or failing to do so, other than the intuition of the object. If
there can be no such test, then a much more detailad account is required
of what exactly this intuition is and how tc succeed in obiaining it.
The fear is that Torrance's talk in terms of figures of speech and models
pointing to a reality which discloses itself, entails that tlhere can be
no argument but only looking and seeing. This is counter~intuitive.
We can and do argus about polnters, models, looking and failing to see,
or seeing, and the successes of all those, but moras detail is necessary
on which to conduct such an argument.

In concentrating upon the role of "objeci" in Torrance's account
difficulties have been raised concerning the ability to separate out
each objeoct from every field of inquiry, what sense can be attuched to
the notion of"objeet", and in this context "uind" the "French Revolution”,
scientif'ic "objacts", and God were examined., Then there was an
examination of the notion of categorising objects and the threat of overe
personalization, with Torrance's response in terms of the use of figurative
language, and the danger this leads to of too great sitretching of concepts
and the need for scme zort of check on such use, Attention is now
turned {o the other part of the formuls in which the object is to
preseribe for us the mode of rationality which we are to adopt .
There are iwo sorts of things involved of which no differentiation is
offereds There is rationality in the =ense of the inherent rationality
of the universe, of cobjectis, and ol God, and there is a mode of rationality
which we are to adoptes Presumably one is the structure which can be
grasped, the other the capacity or method by which to grasp that structura,

But/
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But what is a mode of rationality? The dictionary defines "mode" as

the f'orm, fashion, or nanner?9 Rationality it seems has as many forms
as there are objects to be known., But rationality is normally considered
to be a feature of man and perhaps of animals rather than of inanimate
objects, like things and the universe. Torrance seems to equate
rationality both with intelligibility in the sense of understandable,

and in the sense of having the capacityto understand. The intelligibility
of people relates to their intentions and purposes and to their
behaviour, but acorns and universes do not behave in any genuinely
similar sense, Can it be conceived and admitted that there are as

many different approaches or modes of approach as there are objects?

If Torrance is to be taken seriously, this must be accepted, but again

it reduces to the problem of definition of "object" in order to delineate
the mode of rationality to be adopteds The danger is that the dafigiﬁnn
of rationality as being conditioned by the nature of the object may
reduce to liitle more than & slogan unless it can be cashed out to cast
light on how to deal with complex things such as "mind" and the "French
Revolution", If it does not, it reduces to something trivial and self-
evident, but it may also be false. It suggests that it is not possible
to use the same method or mode of rationality in the study of different
things, even though this may be highly successful, Torrance is, of
course, at pains to preserve the sui generis character of the Object of
theology from any infiltration of notions from other spheres of knowledge,

though he does allow that the approaches can give insight. There seems
to/
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to be too strong a separation between fields of knowledge in which the
expert in one field may say to the expert in another field, "Thus and

no further", But the methods appropriate in one field are often
appropriate {o those in another. Is it not the case that, in fact,
Torrance's attempt to marry theology with science relies on just this
claim to fruitfulness in the application of the ideas of, for example,
field theory, complementarity, disclosure modds, ard relativity to
theological sphereac Torrance seems to want to have his cake at the
same time as eating it. The object may prescribe the mode of
rationality we are to adopt, but the extent of the diff'erences is
usually much more limited than is suggesteds In the study of mind, as
has already been noted, one would wish to suggest that it is at least a
psychological, neuro-physiological, and philosophical construct and
requires for true and proper understanding approaches from all these
angles and more, and some blend of these, Now if Torrance is only
saying just this very thing, it seems that his novelty is much less than
was at first suspected, and he is leaving everything as it is and merely
bringing to our notice what we in fact do. But his claim seems much
stronger in that he is offering the path to true rational understanding
and an escape from subjectivity and irrationality. In a sense, the
difficulty rests in the way that one would describe and cash out in
practice what is involved in the "appropriateness" of the mode of
rationality we are to adopt. This would ultimately hinge on the
capacity of that mode to lead to enlightenment as regards the true nature
of the objects This in turn in Torrance's account comes to a doctrine
of the fertility of the theory and apprehension of the inherent

rationality of the thing and of all things. It could thus appear that

in/
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in the last analysis Torrance's thesis as to the nature of rationality
reduces to a pragmatic accouni. If you do this and this, this will
result, If this does not result, you have nof done it properly. 4s
regards the theological outlook it is unclear what sort of pragmatic
test would be appropriate, what counts as having done the test or failed
to do it, and what counts as having passed or failed the test; and then,
as regards the level of the thesis itself, whether one can step outwith
the pragmatic test and actual practice to present the way that it is all
done without that itself being subject to pragmatic testing in turn.
Torrance tells us that the objeot is to preseribe for us the mode
of rationality we are to adopt. But is rationality the sort of thing
that can be adopted or not adopted, , that can be chosen or rejected,
that can be changed or not changed as the fancy or the object strikes us?
The rationality or mode of rationality which can be chosen is crucially
different from the generally accepted view of rationality as part of man's
being a rational animal able to reason out things for himself, and able
to act on that basis and to aoct in accordance with these reasons.
Rationality is usually understood to be something which we have, rather
than something which we can choose or refuse to choose to acquire,
This can perhaps best be understood by stressing the close relation of
the understanding of what is rational with particular reference to what
counts as rational behaviour in a particular context. If men held
firmly to the belief that they ought to walk on their hands and always
and only on their hands, it would be totally rational of them to walk on
their hands, given their system of beliefs. Rationality in behaviour

refers to the consistency of behaviour with regard to belief rather than

to/
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to a right belief about the facts, though of course, the two are usually
interconnected. In most talk of rationality it seems to be assumed
that this is something men have in virtue of being men, rather than
something which can be adopted or not adopteds What seems to be
overlooked is a distinction between being rationel in a particular
context and being rational in 2 more absolute and universal sense,

These are very different levels nd this will be returned to in the
account of rationality in the last chapter, Torrance seems to move
from the one level to the other without signposting his movement, but

in this section, of course, his concern is with rationality in a
particular context, or as he puts it, with the mode of rationality to

be adopted on the basis of the prescription of the objectss But talk
of adoption puts too strong an emphasis on a kind of decisionism, which
is in strange contrast to the implacibility of the object breaking through
our forms and disclosing itself to us. If the picture of the object,
which Torrance gives is correct, it would seem inappropriate for us to
think of adopting or not adopting the appropriate mode of rationality,
for it would be forced upon us. But again there is tension between the
subjective and the objective, which Torrance's account leaves us with
and offers no radically new solution of this tension.

Attention is turned now from the role of the modes of rationality
which we are to adopt, to consider the general implications of Torrance's
view that the object preseribes for us the mode of rationality we are
to adopt. If it is allowed for the sake of argument that some clear
sense can be attached to the notion of the object and the notion of the
mode of rationality to be adopted in light of that objeet, Torrance appears
to have proved too much. It is not possible on this basis to debar

astrology,/
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astrology, alchemy, or fairy-lore from their claims to be proper sciences
each with a methodology conditioned by the very specific nature of their
particular objects. If one specific example is taken that of astrology.
The astrologer may say that we cannot understand the influence of the
stars unless and until we ourselves are under the influence of the stars,
believing in their power to guide and direct our lives, and recognising
and admitting that this is sos The nature of the influence of the

stars is such that properly to appreciate it, you must follow every day
exactly what it says in your horoscope in the "Morning Star". If you
doubt the reality of the inflluence of the stars, it is because you have
not been properly onen to the object and have tried to rationalise it
away in te;na of your own subjectivity that self-evident influence as if
it were a series of coincidental {reaks instead of part of the nature

of things. Astrology is & special science whose cbject is totally
different from all other objeets, but, of course, it is still a science
for it is subject to the same basic human way of knowing in which we
allow the object to prescribe for us the mode of rationality we are to
adopt towards it. This means that unless you approach astrology and
your fate in the stars in the proper fashion, believing that it is there
and that there is inherent intelligibility involved such that when you
frame questions and put them to the stars, you yourself and your questions

will be modified, until you grasp the true object. Unless you do these
things you will be trapped in your own subjectivities and fall into

meaninglessness. The object, of course, is totally different from all
other objects, but this merely serves to show the importance of not

'
seeking to apply & mode of rationality from one sphere to another sphere

where/
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where it is totally inappropriate. It is only if one is in a living
relationship with the stars and aware of their influence in one's own
life, that is to say, it is only within the knowing relation, that basic
epistemological questions may be raised. All this is more than vaguely
reminiscent of Nowell=Smith, when he describes a man who says that "certain
events in the past were caused by boojums; but I cannot tell you on

what principles boojums operate or what they will do in the future; my
hypothesis inevitably involves this oonsequence".6o The problem with

the influence of the stars and boojums, as well as alchemy and fairy
stories, is that the majority of the population would wish to deny the
reality of the objects involved and certainly to withdraw the name of a
full=blooded science from them, and in the place of both of these offer
some sort of psychological or oultural account in terms of man's basic
needs and the variety of means he takes to fulfil them. But apart from
Torrance's position it is difficult to see how these views could ever

be rejected, if confronted with a "scientific" astrologer, alchemist and
so on, who were to say that the object determines the mode of rationality
which is appropriate to the nature of the object and that their particular
object is such that only if we follow their methodology are we being

truly rotional, that is, only thus are we properly able to overcome the
subjective tendencies of our autonomous reason, and only if we agree

with their conclusions have we grasped the inherent intelligibility of

the object in all its fulness and reality, In other words, genuine
argument and discussion are ruled out by Torrance's account of rationality.

The/
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The astrologist, alchemist, and believer in fairy-lore cannot be
criticised and offer no room for the critic, and this position is
derived from Torrance's own immunity from oriticisme To any and all
attenpts at eriticism all these listed can simply respond that the oritie
has failed to get himself properly in touch with the appropriate object.
Their views can never be rejected because there is no ground from which
to criticise, there is no ground from which there can be any final
dealing with an opposing view, and there is no basis on which discussion
can take place. Real argument and discussion on the other hand allow
both views to present their details and to offer some hope of the one
view overcoming the other by strength of argument where the inadequacies
of the opposing view can be seen and the increased benefits from the
other view clearly presented. This is another example of the basis of
our general oriticism of Torrance in terms of his failure to examine
important features and limits of rationality, the inadequacy of the
Torrance view in terms of dealing with the complexity of the topic of
rationality on his own grounds , and finally the unacceptable conclusion
of exgluding the eritic from any attack on or query against Torrance,
Torrance's view fails to exelude what requires to be exeluded, and so
there is & need to grasp the tests to satisfy whether or not there in
fact is an objeoct and whether or not the object is of the type and nature
that is suggested. VWhere we cannot differentiate the false theory and
ocbject, we cannot likewise know the truth,.

The problem of exclusion of what ought to be excluded may also be

seen in relation to dher possible religious views. Torrance's picture

of/
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of theology is nol the only one current and acceptable to most avowed
religionists; yet we are offered a mode of rationality which is
appropriate to the nature of the Object, Gode God's uniqueness lies

in the fact that in coming into a relation with God not only is He
known by us, but we receive the capacity to know Him properly. He is
ultimate rationality and so in relation to Him we discover (or rather

it is revealsd to us) what rationality truly is. However, using the
same motif of the Object determining the mode of rationality, the

Roman Catholic might argue that what is given, or revealed, or disclosed
by the Object, Gol, is a theology which is much more centred on the Pope
and the Virgin Mary, and that any theology which does not give these
their full and proper place, has allowed subjectivity to blind it from
the appropriate mode of rationality which the Object prescribes and
through which is revealed what others have found to be revealed. The
problem reduces to a question of interpretation of the Christ event and
the work and Person of Christ, and it is difficult to allow that on the
basis of' the general dogma, that the Ubject prescribes for us the mode
of rationality which we are to adopt, Torrance is entitled to claim

that this Object is of such a nature, unless he is able at the same time
to rebut similar but contrary claims on similar grounds from other views
of' the nature of the Object e;g. Catholic views. The same sort of
point is made rather more harshly by Basil Mitchell, who suggests that
we are presented "with & fully developed doetrinal scheme based not on

simply Christian theology, but on a highly determinate Calvanistic form
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of Christian theology. Assuming throughout the truth of this theology
he (Torrance) develops in teras of it a thesis about the way in which
alone God can be know, vize only in so far as he reveals himself in Chriat,"Gl
and by John Hick who almost viciously parodies Torrance's view as the
words of & "modern Parson Thwackum: When I say secientific theology I
mean Christian theology; and not only Christian theology but Reformed
theology; and not only Reformed theology but the theology of Karl Barth
as interpreted by Edinburgh“.62

Torrance's account of the Object runs into problems by its failure
to execlude things like astrology and alchemy, because it is in itself
unable to deal with the counter claims of Catholic views, made allegedly
on the same basis, but also becausec its uniqueness may be gqueried by other
world religions, The Buddhist or the Bahei makes very specific claims
about the object of their religious belief and would wish proper
understanding of that belief to be controlled by a manner of approach
which was appropriate to that object. They can equally claim the
necessity to be true {o the proper object and in relation to that, grasping
the inherent intelligibility of all things coupled with the fact that
verification only makes sense within an actual relation to the object,
and that failure to appreciate the object as it in fact is only proves
the inability of the subject to take the appropriate mode of
rationality. This type of response on the part of the upholder of the
diff'erent world-religions or indeed from an opposing Catholic or

Protestant view again illustrates the weakness in Torrancae's account

with/
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with regard to the ground which a oritic may occupye If Torrance is
immune from criticism, so also is the Bahai, Buddhist and Catholic.
The oritic of each and all of these views can always be reduced to
silence by the retreat of the devotée to the uniqueness of their
particular object of worship and the absolute necessity to approach
the objeet only in the way which they prescribe. To attempt to do
anything else necessarily leads to the wrong conclusions of the critic.
In other words, the critic is debarred from the very start of making any
Judgment, offering any alternative, and even entering into discussion on
the basis of any doubts he may have, for all doubt is excluded. One
sees as the believer sees or ocne can say nothing, for one has not
grasped the reality in a manner which is appropriate to it. This is
another example based on the general grounds of criticism against Torrance.
The acceptance of such counter=-views to Torrance's cannot be simply
Judged on the basis of the maxim that the objeot prescribes the mode of
rationality which is to be adopted, for it can be claimed by both sides
as an account of what in faet they are doing., The orux of Torrance's
theology and the test for its truth or falsity lies not in the reliance
on the general theme which he propounds, but rather within the detail
and context of its application in the realm of theology. Torrance's
agcount of rationality fails to exclude theories and views which mostly
would be held to be false, other and opposing religious interpretations
of the unique Object he claims for his view, and other religious objeots
which may be the subject of similar claims on the part of their devotees.
In regerding Torrance's thesis at the general level, he not only
fails to exclude things which seem to be required to be excluded, but
he also fails to do justice to the complexity of rationality. This
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refers back to the Iirst and second grounds of criticism against

Torrance in terms of his failure to do justice to the limits of rationality
and important features of it, as well as the inadequacy of his own account
on its own terms, and in terms of the complexity of the problem. His
stock example of what is involved in his thesis is that desks and people
are different sorts of objects, therefore different rationalities are
appropriate to the knowing of' and behaving in light of them. Yet this
leaves a great deal unsaids. If one takes any object of art, painting,

a piece of sculpture, or & piece of music, then it can be seen that there
is a diflerent approach tc these objecis from that of the approach to
trees or a thunderstorm, and yet that remark has said little or nothing
about appreciation or the lack of it as regards specif’ic modes of art.

If another example, is taken for example, animals, it is difficult to
ally the approach of the petelover and the anti-vivisectionist with that
of the huntsman and the socially-minded physiologlst and to reduce these
together into the overwsimple model of rationality which Torrance offers.
Mentally diseased people may be like cabbages, but is then the proper
mode of ratlonality which is appropriate to them that of the doctor, who
wishes to preserve all life regardless of its quality, or of the parent
wno wishes to be relieved of the agony and responsibility of the deformed
child, or of the psychiatrist, who finds the phenomenon interesiing and
worthy of study, or of the Hitlerien, who experiments on the basis of
eagerness to produce a master race? Some of these attitudes may be
vieious, but they are not inappropriate or unscientific according to

& particular background and view of the nature of the object. So
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with the object of art, for the painting may be to one an excellent
example of what true art is, to another a degenerate form of what art
ought to be, and to a third e meaningless splurge of paint which is only
reminiscent of a dog's breakfast. If such an object of art is due to
be soldsbroad and a large sum of money is required to keep it for the
nation in a particular country, whose advice of the three iz to be
followed, and who has the aporoach which is aprropriate to the nature

of the objeet, in other words, which is the rational approach? Torrance's
thesis gives no advice or guidance on how to deal with such specific
problems on the basis of his general thesis, which is too simple to cope
with the actual complexity of such situations snd there seems to be
something much more to say in these examnles than that they are all
rational given a particular view of what the object in question i3 and
how that objeect discloses itself. The something more to be said would
involve a much more detailed account of the nature of the situation in
which the object is seen as an objescts In such a total description of
the situation, greater stress could be put on the cultural and social
agpects, the background, the bases of apnreciation, and the relation

and influence of all these on the object and the individuals or groups
who seek to grasp what the objeet is and to describe it, It is again

a return to a differentiation between rationality in some general sense,
and rationality es it refers to a specific context and the actions and
understanding which is appropriate to that situation in all its complexity.
A fuller account is required of the complexity of "objeots" and the
situations in which it makes sense to talk of rational behaviour and
attitudes, rationality needs to be imagined along a much less formalised,
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simplistic structure as perhaps on a sliding-scale in which more and

less, and degrees of satisfactodness end unsatsfactoriness are appropriate
on the basis of some kind of preference=orders With this elucidation

of the complexity of rational behaviour in any given situation, a much
closer analysis is needed of the relation of the object and our view of
the object against the background of a particular world-view, or set of
experiences.

In examining the central notion involved in Torrance's account of
rationality as the objeet prescribing the mode of retionality which is
appropriate for us to adopt, questions have been raised concerning the
relation of each object and the varioug fields of inquiry, the sense of
"object™ in relation to the examples of "mind", the "French Revolution",
scientific "objects", and Godse The criticism then turned to the
categorisation of the objects, the overpersonalising tendency in Torrance,
which is mitigated by stress on the figurative use of language, which in
turn raised problems of the over-stretching of language and the need for
some sort of check. The critigue then concentrated on the theme of the
mode of rationalily to be adopled and raised queries concerning different
levels of rationality, what such modes were, and whether or not the same
mode might be employed in relation to different objecte with a good degree
of' success, Fxamination was made of appropri&teness,p;uﬂ@ntic testis,
and the notion of adopting or failing to adopt rationality and the
ettendant peculiarities. The emphasis then moved from the particular
thesis to its general implications specifically that it proved too much
in failing to exclude other fields of study such as astrology and alchemy,
and it offered no grounds in itself for acceptance over and against a

different/
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different Christian interpretation, e.g. catholicism, or against none-
Christisn claims to revelation, Torrance's account, it was argued,
fails to do jJustice, to the complexity of rationality and the different
contexts in which the term is applied and of which we scek to understand
on & rational basis.

He also makes discussion and argument impossible by excluding the
possibility of any oriticism. Unfortunately this has a boomerang effect,
for not only is his own position immune from criticism, because of the
riposte that one is guilty of subjectivity and failure to allow the
chject to prescribe the appropriate mode of rationality which must be
adopted to grasp the reality involved, but so are all other views, even
those he must wish to exelude and %t ose which are in direet opposition
t0 his own such as the Catholie or the Buddhist. They can use the same
attack on the critic, so that no criticism is possible, and so no
discussion, argument, change, adaptation and development of any view,
for one either sees it or one does not, and if one does not one can only
try to get into the correct position to receive the message of reality
loudly and clearlye. In general, then Torrance's view is not in itself
adequate as an account of rationality bocause of intermal difficulties,
It omits features and detailed analysis of these in terms of rationality
which are important, and his account excludes the possibility of genuine
criticism of any view whether it is his own or some contrary one,

Torrance's account of rationality, though based on the doctrine
of relatin; modes of rationality to their objects, also includes an
account of inherent retionality and the relation between such created
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rationality and transcendent rationality.65 There will be an examination
of his presentation of these factors and comment on them in turn. All
science, he states is the bringing to view of the inherent rationality in
nature, Ile gives examples of the sort of thing he means by this waen
he desoribes the anatomist or physiologist laying bare the siructure of
the body, or the examination of orystalline formations in rocks, for in
both cases, it is claimed, there is no creation or imposition of patterns
of one's own invention, but rather the discovery of and the thinking of
the patterns which are {'ound embedded in the structure of things. 1In
other words, the laying bare of' the rationality which is inherent in the
nature of things. The examples sound convineing in as much as there is
certainly a measure of given material which can be seen by all. There
are muscles and nerves, or lines and circles in the rocks, but is this
sui'ficient to talk of the inherent intelligibility of things. Firstly;
is one to describe this particulaer internal iissue as muscle or nerve

for in the way that it is described, some account oi' what it is and its
function will be off'ered? Is the pineal gland the seat of the soul as
Descartees thought, or has it to do with the pituitaries and metabolism?
lhe gland, in and of itself, cannot tell us, but what is crucial is the
interpretation., There is shape in the rock formation: it looks like

& duck, but to the other observer it locks like a rabbit. DBoth are
asked to draw what they see and both draw the same thing, but one calls
it a duck-shape, the other a rabbit-shape, and cannot see it as what the
other suggests.

Often/
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0ften there is involved in the seeing of something, or more
generally, the appreciation of something a high degree of interpretation.
It is not clear that even on a minimal account there can be agreement
as to whaf is seen, and so there cannot thus be the basis for extrapol-
ation to inherent intelligibility, or at the very most, even if there
were agreement as {o the rationality inherent in the thing, it would be
entirely different inherent rationalities which were being considered
and agreed to. The artist looks at the picture and sees the colour,
the style, the placing, all with the eye of the expert, while the
disinterested passer-by sees the general effect. Do both see the same
thing? The concern here is not to try to show that one sees what is
really there, but rather to stress the different things seen and the
different accounts of what is seen, so that it would result in a very
different picture of inherent rationality. Looking at the crystalline
formation, or the physiological structure does not mean that all will
see the same, and this leads again back to the problem of categorisation,
which was raised earlier, for to see it as an "objJeet", or as a "nerve",
or as a formetion at all, is already to have interpreted it in a crucial
way. It may be that one can vroduce a minimal piecture which is devoid
of all interpretation, but whether this will support an aeccount of
inherent rationality is a different matter, It may even be doubted
whether there will be such a minimel picture, for some experiments with
Eskimoes, suggest thet they do not differentiate walls and doors in walls
either in their language or in what they see, If this is the case, then
there could not even be agreament as to what was taken to be there,
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Quine raises the same sort of nroblem at a different level in his article,

6k and if difficulties are found at the level

"Ontological Relativity",
of physical objects, how much more difficult it is to talk of inherent
intelligibility in the fields of psychology and psycho-analysis, or in
the areas where the basic beliefs of people are related to ontological
claims which are exclusive of other equally basic beliefe about the same
phenomena, BambroughGS raises the same sort of question in relation to
a sea-storm, where the ancient Greek says, "Poseidon is angry", and
modern man says "What a ses storm". Of course, there is a sense in
which what is being talked of is the same thing, but it is certainly
not described as the same, and to a large extent it might be claimed
that the accounts given of the object were mutually exelusive. Certainly,
they cannot be the basis for claims about inherent intelligibility and
rationality in he structure of things, themselves, so that we look and
we necessarily see., This may be the way the world ought to be, but
it is not the way the world is.

Torrance goes on from this point of the inherent raiionslity in
nature to outline the anpropriate attitude to this state of affairs,
that of awe at the mystery. By this he refers to Binstein's picture
of such awa.66 This means that all mathematical equations and new
geometries which are constructed are meaningless unless they are

applicable to nature, We are to follow the mathematical structure of

nature/
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nature to allow it to disclose itself to us. One wonders how easily

an account of awe and mystery, and perhaps eventually apophaticism, may
be married with the stress of inherent rationality and the capacity of
the object to break through upon us and disclose itself to us. If, as
will be shown, God is the ground of all such rationality, and if He has
revealed Himself to us, then surely this rationally may be appreciated
without recourse to "awe" and "mystery". It is the settins together

of "rationality" and "awe" and "mystery" which is puzzling, for they
normally seem to be somewhat exclusive of each other, Torrance, of
course, is saying that what rationality is really sbout involves a
proper conception of "mystery" and "awe", and part of this is to ensure
always the application of new theories tc mature, or else their falling
into meaninglessness. It does not seem to be necessary to equate with
meaninglessness the non-applicability to reality in the sense of true to
reality. Of course, if definitionally one is to say that to be meaningful
is to be true to reality the point must be accepted, but it is possible
to argue over the definition, But it does not appear to be definitionally,
so it must appear doubtful, One can recall some false theories which
have been instrumental in the discovery of new ideas and formulae, and
which, though eventually not at all aporopriate to the nature of the
object, were the means of advance and progress in knowledge. Of course,
there are equally many, if not more, false theories which have hindered
advance, but one exception is sufficient to make the point., Marconi's
experihents with radio were based on false assumptions, 2nd even the
first broedoast was achieved on the basis of factors quite outwith
Marconi's understanding and belief., False theories even if not useful,

are still not meaningless, for it is possible to grasp, appreciate,
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argue for and against, and finally reject thems This cannot be done
with meaningless terms, <The danger is of smuggling in part of the theory
within specialised use of "meaningless", which needs to be argued for.
False theories and false beliefs must be taken acoount of in history and
psychology, and there is perhaps a Pickwickian sense o "Rational" which
may be applied to them and their results. They are certainly influental
thoug: they are wrong. Columbus discovered America, and Marconi radio.
New theories and equations need not thus be applicable to nature to

gain meaning, though, of course, they will perhaps (and it is only
perhaps) be of greater value, in general, than false theories in relation
to nature and things in general.

The importance of Torrance's view of inherent rationality is that
without it there could be no science at all.éy In every science it is
presupposed that what is known is accessible to rational inquiry, or else
we are trapped in our own subjectivities. Ocience sceks to bring this
inherent rationality to view and it is thus we are convinced that we are
in touch with realitye If the nature of things was not inherently
rational then they would be inapprehensible and opaque, and we ourselves
would not be able to emerge into rationality. Of course, in the
submission of our minds to the disclosure of realities to us, we are
still involved in the give and take of subject and object. But if
things were not inherently rational, there would be no knowledge and
no communication, The need here is for clarification of what is

involved in being convinced that we are in touch with reality. What
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sort of test is this, and can we ever be wrong, and if we are ever wrong,
how could we correct it, or know thaot we are wrong, if we were tied to
being faithful to the object in the very way which had led us into error?
Ultimately it would seem to reduse to Torrance's account of intuition;
and, as has been seen, it in turn raises questions. Attention has
already been focused tco, on the problem of talking of the recaelities
disclesing themselves to us and the dangar of overpersonalising. But
if Torrance claims that without the nature of things being inherently
rational, we could not emerge into rationality, he is overloocking man's
capacity to foree rationality on things. Language is an example of
this sort of thing for man surely decides that this squiggle will stand
for this, and that squiggle for something else. The squiggles in
themselves have no rationality, but we decide to use them in a particular
way and thus impose order upon them. Of course, for most people,
language 1s already a "going concerm”, but our relation to languéga nay
be thus construed as reaffirmation of these signs in becoming and
continuing as members of a language-using community. Without inherent
rationality, it may not necessarily mean that man is unable to be
rational. Man may still strive to force order upon disorder, and
meaning upon chaose In one sense to talk, as Torrance does, of the
"compronise of thought and being" and the "give and take" between
aubjoeet and object, is to admit that it is not just the iﬁherent
rationality of things, but man has & role to playe. The question
remains whether Qan's rationality is of the same nature, and derived

from the same source as the rationality allegedly in the nature of things.
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Kven if all things were in chaos, one might still come to realise this,
to kneow that there was no inherent rationality and intelligibility and

to be able to communicate this to each other. But as if' far more widely
held, it might be preferred that we cannot know whether or not there is
inherent rationality in the nature of things, but this does not debar

us from knowing anything or communicating at all. Most folk are unaware
of whether or not there is inherent rationality; yet they know a great
deal and communicate it to each other, There are problems then concerning
how a person is ccnvinced that he is in touch with reality and whether

or not inherent rationality is necessary for knowledge and communication,
or whether a percon maey be successfully agnostic, while still knowing
and communicating that knowledge.

Part of what is involved in the seeking in every sphere of knowledge
to express the objective rati-nality that is part and parcel of the
object of knowledge is that reason is at work constructing models or
developing analogues to put nature to the test and elicit answers from
it, while submitting to the realities which shine through its theoreties
constructions. The judgment of the applicability of the model or the
relevance of the analogue relates to the experience or intuition of the
object in increasing understanding through the analogue, or to the fertility
of the theory in oaafing light on stubborn problems and in revealing
new facts and facilitating new advances in the field. There has alresady

been mention of' the problem of intuition and the difficulties it raises,
- which are all the problems that any account of' intuition must face up to,

of false intultions, and failures to intuit., But fertility is a
different sort of goale The fertility lies in coping with the stubborn
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problems and in new advances, Part of the problem here is that seeing
something &s a problem and something else as an advance is not necessarily
accepted by all one's colleagues looking at the same datas The
historical changes in perspective which Torrance lays greal stress on are
all examples of a few individuals, if even that, seeing something as a
problen and advancing to something new, but they were cut of step with
nost of their fellow scientists end it is & long end arduous process
before such views are accepted &s the normes ©So the judgment of the
fertility of a view is nol so straightforward a2s is suggested. Coupled
with this is tho fertility of falee theories, which in fect Popper has
structured into & theory of falsifiebility, stressing that one of the
crucial ways of learning is to try te disprove. Certeinly, there is a
need for looking nore a’ the complexity of the situation where claims

to intuition and fertility of theory are made, especially if it is
difficult to see how problems with the old system could arise. The
most crucial cxample of this could Le whether or not it was possible

for & basic question to arise which would call in question not only
Torrance's account of inherent rationality, but alsoc of the relation of
objects to modes cf retionality. DBut it is difficult to see what sense
this question could make for Torrance's view and correspondingly, what
sense c¢an be attached to fertility in dealing with stubboern problems and
leading to new sdvances. These seem strangely unquantifisble but if
Torrance complains that this is what nodern science is doing, it is
stlll the case that modern science is on this besis having a great deal

of pragmatic eff'ect. It is open to the sceptic lo gquestion whether
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such pragmatic effect would be paralleled by the use of similer standards
of fertility or lack of it in relation o theoclogy. Talk of models and
enalogues, while certainly in sclentif'ic vogue, still leaves the question
of standards f'or the modes and bases for the analogy, and so the need
{for the cheracterisation oi standards &nd description of the bases of
such models and analogues and their successful application. 0Of course,
ihis could only ocour within & speeific field of knowledge, but again,

is the difference beiween a model and analogue in scientifiic discourse,
which deals with created rationalities, not so great ss to cast into
doubt any extrapolatien to or appreciation of transcendent rationality
from the created, or even [rom the level & the transcendent to the level
of ereated rationality.

Inherent rationality is not self'-explanatory and in nature one is
confronted only with imeenent ratiopmalities and f'or most sciences this
can be sufficient to refrain from asking the question as to t he ultimate
rational ground beyond any and every iield of knowledge. In comparison
with this, theology is concernad to penetrate into transcendent and fontal
rationality which is the ultimate sowrce of all that is intelligible to
man. This transcendent element is not identified with God, but it does
ery for God to explain it. G. Hoorhouse has commented on this notion
that "the wore scientists discover there is rationality about the moon

and eventually about other planets - the greater need to posit transcendent

rationality to account for it al.l.".68 This raises the problem between
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crsated and transcendent rationality. One is forced to ask why one
cannot be satisfied with created rationality, if indeed it is necessary

to construe it as createds One might instead hold that the rationality
discovered in the world, given that such a view can be supported was in
itself sufficient, Perhaps it did not offer ultimate explanation, but
one can be content with proximiate explanation. Or one might be
agnostic as to the source of this rationality, but nevertheless be

content and well able to go on one's way without danger of meaninglessness
or fearing that ona's knowledge had no ultimate explenation and
agcordingly has to he doubted.

There is some tension in Torrance on this point, flor on the one
hand he seams to suggest that it is only in theology thet we can go on
to ask the ground of all rationallty, but the selentist in other fields
may be satisfied at a different level, but he also quotes with approval
Polanyi on tha fact that there can be no pure science without dedicated
service to transcendent rationality.sg There is an uneasy balance
between the two, for most scientists would uphold agnosticism as to the
ultimate ground of rationality or set it on a different basis from that
within their own spheres of study, while claiming satisfaction on
rational grounds for their own fields. Is the sci-ntist being the
true secientist who is faithful to the object of knowledze; and if that
cbjest is & created object, with created rationality imparted to it,
surely then the true scientist must ge on to discover the true and
total nature of the object, which involves discovery of its ultimate

ground?. Einstein, whose work forms much of the basis of Torrance's
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view oi rationelity, did not find it necessary to posit God &s the

source oif all rationality, but rether interpreted the universe az a
rational creature, The inmplication behind the positing of God's
transcendent raticnality is that there can be no proper knowledge

without an ultimate reference to God., [However, rational knowledge and
behaviour do seem possible withoul God, certainly in as mush as Einstein
was able to {ormulate the rational theory ol relativity without such
transcendent reference, and scientists seem well able both to deseribe
and utilize phenomensa in a thoroughly rational fashion without

explieit or implicit reflerence to transcendent rationality. It is
difficult to see that retionalily needs to be created, or that one could
ever know whether or not ib was created, and that it does require «
transcendent ravionality to be @cceptable as true kmowledge - = .
Torrance may well be guilly ol begging the question in his own favour

by the way he imparts talk of "immanent" and "transcendent". The danger
is that these are smuggling in an implicit theological flavour which
needs tu be argued for, If something is immenent it is immanent over
and against something else, and ii' so what? Ii' something is iranscendent,
vhat does it trenscend and how dé we discover this -transcendence?Y In
the relation of inherent rationality to transcendent, we are aware of' the
tension between being satisfied with this-worldly explanation, and that
of going on to other-worldly explanations, of' the knowledge of crs&tiom,
immanence, transeendence, and the interrelations of these. This
inevitably leads to a doctrine of revelation and the gruecial importance

in agoepting und working, in Torrance's account of rationality, ¥ith a
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strong doctrine of revelatione Dui the sources, standards, and use
of' such revelation and its interrelation with the rest of the theory
reguire therefore to be stressed and examined.

Llo the passing Torrance states that even to attempt to formulate
the question of inherent rationalitly raises probleas, for to question
the ground of such rationality is itself to be forced to use it. This
is onc of the ultlimste bounderies in thoughti, which reduces man to awe
and demands acknowledgemente. This, however, does not prove that such
ratlionalily is objective in the stale of' things, for it may equally be
taken as & sign of subjective necessity, in that it is impossible to
form categories, think, speak, elc. withoul assuming such rationality,
but this assuuption rests on the nature of mind rather than on the
nature of the universe, Torrance himself may come nearer to this than
he thinks in his talk of an "ultimate boundary of thought" (dy emphasis),
and in the admission of the necesgity for subjective factors so that our
knowlng remains human knowinge

Torrance claims that il 1s only possible to make uliimate sense
of immanent rationality by following it through to its ground in the
{transcendent rationality ol &od.70 ouch knowledge of the uliimate
rationalitly of God is reasched al the point where our human reason
becowes enlighiened from beyond the limits of created rationality and
where an infinite extension of intelligihlity beyond ourselves is
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uisclosedy but only in the way that the ultimatle rationalily sets up

its lew in the depth of ¢.r auman rationality anu 1s recognised and
respected as the norm and source of our rational illuminations Again

it must be asked why immsnent rationality, if what this is can be understood
end what "immsnenl"” means here, needs wod, rather than a Vorld Spirit,

or merely the realisation that {this is the way the world ise. IEven if

it was accepied that (there wes a need for the transcendent to explain

the immanent, why musi we then cease there and not go on to ask what
ground there is for the transcendent rationality? Of courss, to
Torrancs, this would be the same as asking "who made the world?" and

then "Who made God?7", Fresumably we realise that we are confronted

with the ultimate when we are, but Jfofrlnce describes this as when "an
intinite extension of intelligibliity beyond ocurselves is disclosed”,

and it is difficult to make sense ol this "disclosure", for whal sort

of thing is an "infinite extension of intelligibility" especially one
beyond us? Is it not so l'ar beyond us that we could not grasp what it
was? At the very least it is hard to see howwe could know in any
experience of anything that here is something of which the intelligibility
extends infinitely beyond us, for the limit may be over the horizon,

'« Lt is one thing to olaim that one is
confronted with such, but quite another to make cut & raiional case on
a raiional basis, with rational evidence for such a claim,

Torrauce records that rationality in ithe universe is created by
@od out of nothing ana that space and time are created forms of

rationality.?l This is what makes the Incarnation so crucial, for
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in it is ssen the relation betwesu created and transcendent rationality
at work in the establishing of one upon the other. The problem is how
to know that it is created rather than uncreated, and this is solved by
revelaiion. But the problem with revelation is that of standards to
settle between competing revalatigns, to deal with false revelations,
and to explain when one has or has not had a revelation and any change
in revelation which might take place. Vithoul & nuch clearer outiline
of the standard for revelaiion we are sgain confronted with the position
where the coritic has no ground tc stand one If I claim to have had a
revalation and you seek to eriticise this, il ny retort is thet you must
have it for yourself ito understand what it really means aand anything
else is Just the bloated subjectivity of someone who has not aporoached
the revelation in the proper manner, and necessarily has been misled,
then there i1s no room for argument, discussion, doub:., development, or
compunication except on terms which have already predetermined the issue
in questions Again Torrance excludes genuine criticism.

It is not clear either why space and time must be construed as
created forns of rationalitly along Torrance's line, rather than along
the lines of Kant as categorical forms, in terms of subjective necessities
by virtue of the nature of man and his knowledge. 1In space and time in
themselves, there is no evidence given one way or ths otlisre 5o again
it is back to inercased fertilliy or to revelation, with the atiendent
problem in both cases.

Created raticnalily for lorrance is not a simplistic notion, for

72

it has two main forms, thal of number and word rationality. Historical
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events are different from natural avents and recuire therefore different
modes of rationality to explicate them., Of course, there is some
interrelation, for the spiritual and physical existence is inseparsblae,
e.g. in the Incarnation, and man interaets with nature, These different
levels depend on God Who holds them together in co-ordination. Yet it
is in and through man that both forms of rationality emerge into ﬁhe

open so that creation, including man, attains to full being. There

has already been discussion of some aspects of the problem of historical
events, but in this context, it must be inquired whether it is possible
to separate historicel events from natural events, or rather, whether

it 48 not the case that in any historical event, the natural hanpenings
and the intentions and »nurposes are so closely intermingled that we
cannot say that historical svents require word rationality while natural
events require number rationality. Are these, as has been already asked
such clearly def'ined kinds and medes of rationality without overlap?

If man is taken as an example, there are in him hoth physical charactere
tistics appropriate to number rationality - "the very hairs of his head
are numbered" = and intentions and purnosas appronriate to word
rationality, but it would he difficult to separate the two, in fact, %o
do so would be to return to the sort of Cartesianism which Torrance abhorse.
But if it Was impossible to separate them, can we clearly distinguish the
one from the other and clarify the relation and interrelation of the one
to the other? Mind affects matter and vice-versa, but precisely how

is not yet known. But Torrance suggests that these forms of rationality
are at different leveb and are co-ordinated together. This leaves the
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problem of the separation of these dif'ferent levels and ths basis for
this separation, and likewise the need for standards for co-ordinating
lavels which show appropriateness anu inapproprialensss, and the means
and sources of such standardse.

llowever, Torrance remalns adamant that without transcendent
rationality there can be no true science and that scientifie conscience
is a counterpart or eche of the transcendent element of a logie beyond
our own minds, which thrusts itselfunrelentingly upon us, There can be
no pure science pursued freely for ils own sake without dedicated service

73

to a transcendent ralionalitye. As has already been suggesied, there
are many scientistis who are engaged in science without reference to
transcendent rationality, and who, if forced in argument, might rather
reject such a transcendent rationality than interpret it as a necassary
part of what they are, in the ultimute analysis, seeking to achieve. It
is difficult to s=e how we co:ld know that scientific conscience is the
"gounterpart” or "echo" of uctual svenis and to see the relation between
these. DBut what this stress on thes necessary grounding of science in
the ultimate rationality ol' God leads to is what Torrance suggests when
he states that it is from the study of God that we properly understand
objectivity and indeed the universe itself, f'or this created rationality
cries out for wod's transcendent rationality to explain it. It must
thereiore, follow that the man who knows Gody, who is in a proper relation

to God, who has allowed the Ubject to prescribe f'or him the mode of

rationality he has adopted, and who 1s constantly allowing that Ubject

Lo/

7%« See above, peps (62



L2

to break through the circle of his svbjectivities, must also be the man
best fitted to glve the ultinmete explanation of any of the natursl sciences,
for he alone (or rather in the community of believers) has grasped the
true realities of the situation as they ultimately are and is best able
to give the fullest possible explanation. It is not true that the non-
Christian cammot do properly either physies or any of the physical sciences,
or that without God or belief in God there is no full and adequate
ultimate explanation for those cutwith the Christian circle of belief as
it is defined by Torrance.

In exanmining Torrance's account of rationality there has been
analyzis of the guestion of context, inherence, and or=ated rationelity
ovar against transcendent rationality and its ground in Cod, as well as
the forms of rationality Torrance draws our attention to. Thore has
bheen discussion on the relation of "seeins" to "seeing as", the benefits
of false theories, the tests and standards for revelation, the execlusion
of the critic from all argument, fertility, models and analogues.
Questions have been raised as to the relation of created to uncreatad
rationality and the sensze of immanence anl trenscendence involved in
this relationship. It has been inquired why the line ocught to be dramm
at transcendent rationality when it must not be drawn at created rationality.
Thers hasg been examination of the kinds of rationality and their forms and
the connections betwsen them, and the presentation of certain difficulties
in 21l these areas to try to show that Torrance®s account raises important
questions which require a tightening up and expansion of what i: involved
in his thesis. His account of rationality is not in itself sufficient
and is not adequate to the complexity of rationality.

Farlier/



243

Earlier it was seen that on the basis of inherent rationality and
the aim of knowledge as an experience of cbjeotive rationality there
were three things to bear in minds thet we must in theology use open
concepts, that presuppositions must be questioned, and that if we

failed to understand something it was our fault.w"

Open concepts in
theology are open to God but dosed to men, end are indications of the
human conditions It is just this tension between opemness at one and and
closed at the other which is the diffioulty in relating the notion of
"open" concepts to theologye. If one takes for example, the concept
"God", it is not oleocr what it would mean to close the conecept., If all
this means is that we form a fixed idea and will allow nothing to change
it, this is obviously faulty, but at the same time one would wonder to
what extent Christians would or could allow certain basic concepts to be
changed and adapted. If Bambrough's picture of the sea is recalled

he offers an adaptation of the concept of Poseidon's anger, which
ultimately reduces to a mere metaphor and in which the ontological claim
is squeezed out to allow for the figurative and moralistic use, Such
must be the fear for the Christian, for one can imagine that the Christian
might allow congeptual change in ond direetion, e.g., God revealing another
facet of His character, but at the same time setting limits to the degree
of conceptual change, for fear that the notion of God becomes, as it has
to Tillich and Robinson, the gmund of being, and apparently little else.
Yet unless one is sufficiently open to allow this to happen, has not ene
begged the question in one's own favour, that is to say, if Torrance

would not and could not envisage such 2 change, is he then prepared to

be/
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be truly open to allow the reality to do to him what it will? In other
words, openness in practice for Torrance is not possible, and this is
part of the eriticism that the critic has no ground to stand on.

The second thing to be borne in mind is the need to question
presuppositions in light of the continuing revelation of the cobject.
This questioning involves not just ideas but ourselves., The main
difficulty in this process is ourselves and our habits of thought, which
leads again to the stress on our fundamental rationality in which we
think and act in accordance with what is the case. This notion of
holding everything open to criticism and questioning, and the questioning
of every question and not only the question but the questioner who must
be questioned and requestioned, sounds admirable in a theologian, To
be rational, it seems, at least involves holding everything open to
question and critiecisme The difficulty is, as was seen in relation to

William Bartley III, whether this makes any aensa.75

Does it make any
better sense in application to Torrance's work? One does not wish to
suggest that he would be totally unwilling to question his own doctrines
of God, Christ, the Holy Spirit, Scripture, the Church, and the nature

of knowledge, but it must be doubtful if under any but the most extreme
circumstances Torrance would be willing to set aside any or all of these
doctrines. If he did there would be little relation left to traditional
Christianity. Rather, like Job, Torrance would tend to say "Yea, though
He slay me, yet will I trust Him“,76 and even if his views of epistemology
and rationality were to fall to the ground, and tomorrow & totally new

five-dimensional science be discovered which put all of the gains of

four-dimensional science in a different perspective, Torrance's

theological/
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theological belief would remain much the same. One wonders what sense
can be attached to the notion of questioning the whole system of Torrance's
belief by Torrance himself. It may be possible to ask questions, but
unless he can specify at least what sort of changes he would be willing
to make and the ecircumstances of such changes, as regards the rejection
of apparently basic beliefs, it would seem that such questioning is not
genuine. Torrance without such a deseription has again excluded the
possibility of criticisms by removing the ground from under the feet of
the critic, The oritic can say nothing against Torrance's view, but
with this Torrance is also unable to offer criticism of any other view
which presents itself in exactly the same way as he presents his own
view, He must reap the harvest of his dictatorial strategy. It is
also doubtful if, even if it were possible to be open, in the way that
Torrance suggests, in general, there is such a radical effect in which
we come to know what is different from what is known already.77 Is our
knowing ever so novel in its impaet upon us? It may be that the
specialist does undergo some radical shift when he knows something, but
surely, even for him, this must be a comparatively rare event rather
than the norms One wonders to what extent our presuppositions are
ever changed in so radical a fashion as Torrance suggests by the nature
of the object oognised.?a

The/

77 RRepe73; Tepepelil=53120;147 3153=4;184=5.

78, F, 0'Collins Heythorp Journal, July, 1966, pepe3is=5. "The claim
that theological statements must be called in question must itself
be called in question and cennot claim to have the truth in itself".



26

The third thing to remember is that we are responsible if we fail
to understand something as rational, for we have forced it into an alien
framework, But the difficulty here is to know when we have something
which is inherently rational which we are obstructing by our subjective
tendencies, or when we have something which is surd-like, and which we
are questioning properly but with no success. If this is related to
interpersonal relations, we can be confronted with someone who desires
to conceal his true motives from us and so be misled although behaving
in a properly rational fashion towards him. His behaviour is not surd-
like, but rather misleading, and an example of an object, in this case
& subject, who misleads us. Descartes' evil demon is a variation on
the same theme, But there are specific procedures for dealing with
these cases in personal relations and a whole vocabulary to match. It
is not so clear that this can be applied to the world of things and what

sort of sense can be made of such a transposition.

” today by

its example of determination of its nature by the nature of its owmn

Torrance states that Physics is =ztilla model of science

special subject matter., This may be the case, but what is of interest
is the relation between Torrance's account and the other sciences.

One possible interpretation of what Lorrance is doing, may be to see it
as an example of a "tu quogue" argument, except that it is presented in
what can only be called the "ego quoque” forme. One might attempt to
describe what Torrance is saying as the move from:~ the theologian is
doing the same sort of work as the scientist, i.e., being faithful to the
object of his study, to:~ the scientist is no better off than the
theologian in the claims that he can make for his object and method of

science/
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science and studye What is being suggested is that Torrance's view
is a highly sophisticated form of the "tu quoque" argument indulging in
speclal pleading for his owm particular field of study, iee. theology.
The main difference between this form of the argument and the more
traditional forms is that it is reversed in order, putting the emphasis
on the parallelism and thus seeking to deny that there is any other basis
for knowledge or for science. The success of this depends on the
successful parallelism between science and theologye What Torrance
requires is to show that the selentist is in exastly the same position
as the theologlan, and that there is no alternative solution, Prims
facie, we all do not do the same sort of thing either in every kind of
science or in every kind of theology, and the difference between tha
objects involved is so great that one wonders if there is sufficient
support for the parallelism belween theology and science,

Torrance's ascount of rationality was finally linked to man and
to the problem of his autonomous reason by which man was unable to be
rational, and so must b2 changed by the renewing of his nind and
econfronted to the image of God.ao Man needs to be prized open from
above by faith by a Word from without, and faith then is the only
rational thing that reason can do in acknowledgement of' something
transcendent of itself, This again raises the tension between the
subjective and objective factors in relation to the free will of mane
ien without a perceived relaticnship to God have given mankind untold
benefits by their seientific discoveries and the quality of their lives

has/
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has certainly been characterised as rational. Ther autonomous reason
seems to have paid off dividends., One could hold that faith was a
prizing open from above and necessary for true rationality, only if no
one was able to be truly rational without such faith, and if those who
had such faith were alone truly rational, Unfortunately this does not
appear in either case to be generally typical. The problem is also
that some people who once would have claimed that they were in a
relationship with God and able to believe in what they once termed a
rational fashion, may now claim that such faith is not rational and that
they were wrong. If this is possible in their case, it may also be
possible in Torrance's case., But certainly the difficulty is to make
good such an absolute claim for rationality, which is not prima facie
substantiated,

Torrance's account of man's relation to rationality ends in the
relation to the communication of this rationality to dhers by persuading
them to submit to the same rationality, and it is only within a community
that this is properly realised, Others must think only as they are
compelled to think by the nature of the divine realities themselves, and
this is only truly possible in community, which aets as the basis of the
verifiocation prooedurea.81 There has already been mention of one
particular example of communication in the example of discussion of
criteria. Torrance's stress on community is important., However, it
seems that Einstein himself came to form his view, or discover it, outwith
and in marked contradiction to the community of secience, to such an

extent/
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extent that few, if any understood what he was saying. Of course, it

is the case that the verification of his theory has taken place within

a community of verifiers, but there may still be a problem as to how

to draw the boundaries of such a community and to describe how one

enters or leaves that community., It would certainly be odd if 2 men
claimed to discover the truth and died having been unable to convince
anyone else that this was the truth. Though there may be some sort of
parallel with the area of art appreciation in Van Gogh and the Impressionist
School, it was well after most of their deaths that their work was
recognised and appreciated, The prophet only too often is not received
in his own community. But turning to Torrance's stress on assisting

the other to submit toc the inherent intelligibility of the Object and
eventually convincing him of the need to do this, it is seen that we have
communicated successi'ully when they perceive what we have perceived.
There are three dif‘erent levels of problem involved here. The .first

is whether, strictly speaking, it makes sense to say that we communicate
God to anyone. The epistemologlcal relevance of the Holy Spirit is that
He opens up the individaal in such a way that subjeetivity is subordinated
to objectivity, the capacity to appropriate the object in its true
rationality is given, and the actual experience and knowing takes
place.a2 If it is the work of the Holy Spirit, can I properly
oonmunioéie anything, and may I be blamed for the failure to communicate?
In other words, if the other person does not see, how could it ever be

my fault, provided I have been true to the object?” Torrance comments

that in perscnal relutions it may be the other person's fault,a5 but

again/
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again one seems left with a failure of the power of the Holy Spirit to
do His work, or success in His work such that man is not genuinely free.
If this is the case then it is even more true of the critic who on
Torrance's account is free neither to believegor not to believe. The
critic cannot by himself come to an understanding of the true nature of
theology, but is rather dependent on the grace of the Holy Spirit.

But neither can the critic express any disagreement, for not only has
he no ground to stand on, but he is not free and responsible for his
failure to grasp what can only be grasped by the gracious aectivity of
the Spirit. The sort of response Torrance would wish to make would be
to seek to show that man is only properly free and responsible within

a proper relation to God and the Holy Spirit, and this indeed may make
sense within the system of belief. The questionis whether or not the
same argument is sufficient in the case of the adoption or rejection of
that whole system.

The second level is to enquire whether or not in the act of
communication of the gospel as described by Torrance, there can be room
for disoussion and argument., We are not to preach at people, but to
direct their minds to the reality of God.ah Is normal communication
like this? We are surely able to talk, discuss, and argue without
necessarily feeling that the point and purpose of such interrelation
is to direoct the other's mind to some reality or other. Though, of
course, there may often be this element involved in communication, and
Torrance is right to draw attention to it. But he seems to suggest
that/
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that unless this is the case we are not genuinely involved in questioning.
His point that genuine questions must in some way affect the way we live

85 but what is more doubtful is whether or not all

is perfectly correct,
communication can be construed as a form of guestionings All discussion
is certainly not conducted in the interrogative modes The fear behind
these comments is of the kind of hubris in which we, the believers,
point you, the unbelievers, to the reality which you cannot grasp yourselves,
The unbeliever is represented as too passive for this to be construed
as fully human communication. Of course, as Torrance suggests, the
unbeliever is not passive in the sense that he must struggle againsti
the habits of mind which falsify objects. This may be trus, but it
does not seem an adequate account of communication between humans in all
its variety and richness, with rather the willingness to be modified by
the other person and his views, being necessary on the part of both
parties in the act of communications. On the basis of Torrance's
theological outlock, there seems no room for modification in relation
to someone outwith faith, for this would be to apply inappropriate modes
of rationality from other fielids of study. Again the exclusion of the
critic from all comment against Torrance is obvious.

The third level is to apply this last point of the decision
between believer and unbeliever, to the discussion and communication
between believers. It is most certainly the case that theologians
disagree with Torrence's view of the nature and content of theology.

One merely needs to read Torrance's own critique of Bultmann and Robinson

to /

850 T.papc122ff.



252

to see this. The problem thus arises as to whother or not they are
genuinely believers. Torrance may not feel that this is a proper
question for him to answer, but in all his stress upon the role of theology
within a community structure, one must assume that it is possible to
identify members of the community from non-members. One can imagine
the traditional theologian or would-be-theologian seeking to learn
from all different kinds of theological positions and seeking to extract
the seeds of truth from each view to plant in his own garden. To such=
minded theologians Torrance's uncompromising stance must come as a shock,
If Torrance is correct, then Robinson and Bultmann are wrong and
irrational, It is essential that it is clear how, on Torrance's
acoount, to define the theologlan from the non~theologian, the believer
from the unbeliever, and how to account for the writing and the theological
ideas which Torrance agrees with in the writers he attacks,

There is a great deal of tacit knowledge in vhat we know, yet may
not offer any claim to know, or even be able to say that we know or
how we know, Understanding is not synonymous with knowledge of the
reality and it is possible to talk of insight and appreciation in ways
which are characteristic of the difficulty of verbalisinge There
are specific experiences which are more opaque to verbalising, for
example, experiences of the mysterious or the numinous. Everyone is
not able to verbalise; yet children, deaf mutes, and the mentally=
disturbed may still exercise a great deal of understanding and
arpreciation without having the capacity to verbalise. TFor Torrance
communication is the putting in touch with reality of another person.

Yet/
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Yet we can and do communicate successfully with each other without
directly referring to reality or pointing others to reality. When
we say that we communicate without direct reference to reality, this
does not, of course, mean, that one could not ultimately reduce the
statements in the communication to some relation with reality, but
rather that communication does not entail explicit pointing to any
reality to be successful. For example, we do understand what the
members of a tribe are talking about when they refer to thelr gods,
even though we have no experiemce of, and perhaps hold that we could
have no experience of, the nonwexistent. Ve understand and sympathise
with a person's grief even though we curselves may have no direct
experience of the reality which it involves. Understanding and
communication are both multi-levelled, and Torrance's model seems fo
reduce to over-simplicity the complexity of bothe

In general, Torrance's account of communication and the claims to
rational knowladge involved in this, seem in strange conirast to the
New Testament ideas of seeing through a glass darkly,sé having not seen
and yes beliavin3§7 and of cae day both sseing and knowina.sa Given
that our knowledge of God is limited by zin and human frailty, and that
God is greater than our knowing of Him, humility in presenting what we
believe and in claiming truth, must be the marks appropriate to the
communication and the nature of the object. There are many elements

of wonder, awe, the incomprehensible, the numinous, and the mysterious

which/
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which cannot be fathomed or hoped to be, To call these rationsl needs
more than a fiat of definition. It is herdly rational that God should
love us, or that the secret of greatness is to humble oneself and become

as & little child.89

Iaith is something much more at risk, This is
why it is faith, which it is believed will one day give fruit into
knowledge. Man's knowing is only in part and not in fulle Torrance's
view of man's part in communication leads to some questions concerning
the nature and role of the community in communication, and the role of
the Holy Spirit, discussion with unbelievers and f'ellow believers, of
understanding and verbalising, and some New Testament queries in relation
to knowledge and claims to knowledge. Before summing up the eriticisms
of Torrance's view of rationality, & more general question will be
raised which is difficult to understand on Torrance's account, That

is to inquire whether there is any ground for the critic to stand on

in relation to Torrance's view. It would appear that the critic has
no grounds on which to formulate his argument against Torrance, but this
must raise the question of whether or not Torrance has himself any
ground to stand one There must be grounds for his view, but can they
be separated from its content? Torrance argues that to try to do this
is to be guilty of false reasoning. The positivist responds that we
need to be "persuaded by non-theological reasoning that there was such
& man (as Christ) and that he was of such a character as to warrant the

clain that in him we encounter God“.90 Torrance lays great stress on

the/
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the openness of concepts and constant questioning of one's questions,
but it is difficult to see how the critic can have any effesct on
Torrance's system because of its generality in relaticn to the object's
prescription of modes of rationality. The problem is that always the
critic can be reduced to silence by being told that he is guilty of
subjectivism and that he is not being faithful to the objecte COne
cannot, of course, expect Torrance {o state what would count as the
defeating ef his view, but there is a need to clarify on what basis the
eritic, with a different attitude to epistemology, can criticise
Torrance's account and the effect that such criticism would have,

But it appears on Torrance's account that criticism is impossible,

with no ground for the critic ito stand one.

In this section an attempt has been made to come to grips with
Torrance's account of rationality believing that the issues he raises
are important in any account of rationality and that there is impertant
use to be made of these coneceptse It was seen that Torrance's
discussion was not in the main stream of work in the area of rationality
at present and needed some account of relation to dher competing viewse
There was then examination of the notion of objeciivity in its application
t0 a wide variety of things, and then concentration on the notion of
"object" in scme particular contextis such as "mlnd", "French Revolution",
and the "universe", specif'ically in connection with the problem of evil,
and then "Ged". Attention was then {urned to the account of rationality

which was presented with reference to Torrance's work and looking at the

problem/
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problem of the tension between the subjeetive and objsctive factors

in his work, and the correct stress on the relevance of rationality to
every part of our lives. Then consideration was given to the dogma
that what we know is to prescribe for us the mode of rationality which
we are to adopt and the problems that this raised. From this anslysis
was given the stress on modes of rationality and the difficulties this
raised were presented, for example, his failure to axclude what ought

to be execluded and failing to do justice to the complexity of rationality.
The relations of inherent rationality to transcendent rationality were
examined in light of what Torrance offered and then the questions which
his soccount gave rise to. In turn then the ideas of open concepts,

the questioning of presuppositions, and physies as a model of pure
science were examined. Finally the role of man and his reasoning in
Torrance's account and its relevance for communicaticn within community,
was dealt with, before cuerying the scope for the critic as regards the
position of Torrence,

In general terms then the criticism of Torrance has parslleled that
of Bartley. First of 21l it wes complained that there was the overlooking
of certain important features of' the nature of rationality particularly
related to the limits of rationality as these are understood from actual
argument and discussion. Then criticism of Torrance's own theory of
rationality cn its own terms was offered and a variety of criticisms
which were appropriate to the specific content of Torrance's theory
presented, It was found that his account is inadequate and cannot

support any superstructure, though this point does not negessarily mean

that/



that Torrance does support his theology in this way, only that his
account of rati-onality in itself is not adequule to the complexity
of rationality, Then il was shcowm within the context of a general
asttack on Torrance's view that one of the unfortunate effects of his
view is the removal of any ground for ths critic to stand on to query
Torrance's position and with this the corollary that Torrance himself
has no ground to stand on in criticism of any opposing view whioch
presents its material in the same sort of way thal he does with its
special claims flor intuition, revelation, and objectivity. Exaaples
were seen of the use of the dictatorial strategy as outlined in the
Bartley chapter, the inebility to exelude views which were in sharp
disagreement with Torrance both in respect of differing theologlies
and also in terms of astrology and alchemy which he would reject as
false pseudo-sciences. It was seen that in temms of intuition,
revelation, the work of the Holy Spirit and in ouitlining possible
room for eriticism, Torrance's thesis led. to the impossibility of
discussion and argument from a critic, and the total immunity of any
view which might be presented on the same terms as Torrunce preseats
his own viewe This is not adequate to any account of ther ationality
which finds its expression in the processes of rational argument and
discussion, and it i3 necessary therefore to go on to off'er an account
of Rationality which allows this while at the same time being irue to
the complexity of raticnality in practice.

While the general basis of the criticlam offered against Torrance

has been on the three grounds outlined above and at the commencement of

this/
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this chapter, the actual form that the criticism has been presented in
has followed the form in which Torrance has presented his own material
rather than attempting to draw his position into line with the general
areas of oriticism. Thus the specific complaints concerning his
omissions, the unfortunate conclusion his view leads to, and more
obviously, the failure of his own account to do what he claims it ocan
do on its own terms as well as its failure to measure up to what must
be required of an account of rationality which will cover the complexity
of the subject-matter. The effect of the eriticism is cumulative,
vet related directly to the speeific points and the order of these
points made by Torrance and as set down in sections two and three of
this chapter,

Some of the problems which Torrance's account gives rise to
have been presented, because the central idea of his acocount is
striking in its apparent simplicity and the far-reaching consequences
tlaimed for it. In light of the degree and extent of the difficulties
over Torrance's account of rationality, it is difficult to see that
his thesis in its present form is either an adequate account of
retionality or sufficient to play the central role it appears to do
in his theological system, This is not, it must be stressed, to
deny the content of that theological position, but merely the ground of

it as it seems to be given.
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5s__The Value of the Theory

The oriticism of Torrance has not been intended to defeat his view,
or to cast doubt on the theological insights which he offers. It is
my belief that his theological doctrine is not dependent on the account
of science which he appears to think essential, Thus the criticism has
centred rather on the prolegomena to a theological science, and I have
tried to show that in this area his account runs into considerable
difficulties specifically as to his theory of objectivity and rationality.

What is important in his work for theology in general is his desiré
to rid theology of subjectivism and to base theology on firm ground,

The direction he takes may not succeed, but it is certainly the right
direction. He wishes to clarify what God means for a scientifiic age.
As he makes clear there is a need for theology to examine its language,
logic, and concepts and to make these appropriate. The work here can
hardly be said even to have begun. His view of the status of natural
theology is a return to Anselm's "fides quaerens intellectum", which
needs to be filled out,

However the choice of Torrance was not for his theological insight,
but for the questions he raises and the account he gives of rationality.
The major points of importance will be listed with a view to integrating
some of them in the final chapter to form an account of the nature and
scope of rationality,

l. Torrance's writing on the subject of knowledge is important.
There is a need to examine the different kinds of knowledge and the
different objects of knowledge. His stress on the community aspects

of knowledge are useful, as is his stress on the fact that knowledge

must/
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must aff'ect both what we do and what we are. This has relevance
especially in discussion and argument. There must also be account
taken of knowing only within the knowledge relation and what this
entails for communication.

2. What there is and how it relates to what we know and how we
know is essential in a full discussion of rationality.

3. Torrance provides a useful corrective to subjectivism with
his stress on objectivity. He also offers a corrective to exfreme
empiricism in his constant reference to the variety of objects and of
the approaches to thege.

4, The idea of different levels of rationality is important,
though Torrance's model is too simple to be adequate and what is needed
in particular is a closer look at the limits of rationality as they are
to be discovered in the actual process of argument and discussion.

5 The interrelation of all knowledge is important, but again the
basic unity of a single form of knowing is not sufficient.

6+ In his account of knowledge, he mentions the importance of
personal, social and psychological factors., These must all be taken
account of.

7« The role of criticism, though difficult on Torrance's view,
must still be clarified in its relation to rationality.

8. His account of communication and genuine questioning is
ihelpfuli’ly The main difficulty is that on Torrance's own account
it is difficult to see how this can take place, for th;re seems no

point from which a seeker after truth or an unpleasant critic can

launch/
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launch their attacks and queries. Nevertheless, he does mention our
inbuilt aversion to change and this will be examined under the psychological
and social limits of rationality, and this relates too to his notion of
living within different frames of reference, Part of this is also, as
he sees correctly, that the way that we ack questions conditions the
kind of answers that we will receive.

9« Torrance's account of language and particularly the central
role of reference and the openness of concepts is of note.

10, Torrance places & great deal of stress on the influence and
essential role of the community, but he does not develop this sufficiently,
and an attempt is made to rectifyy this in the discussion of the limits
of rationality.l

11, Torrance's aim is the reintegration of man in his spiritual
and physiocal parts., Certainly too many theories of rationality and
the nature of man have too limited a view of the complexity of man and
his needs and capacities.

In toto, both positively and negatively, it is possible to learn
from Torrance what form an adequate account of rationality must take
to ensure that the limits of rationality are properly defined, that
the acoount is valid in and of itself as well as equal to the complexity
of the subject matter, and, finally, that there is room for the critie
so that genuine discussion and argument may take place in the best

tradition of rational thought and action,.

1. See below, section two, "The Limits of Rationality”.
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C ER FO - THE USE RATIONALITY IN
GIOUS AND METAPHYSICAL ARGUMENT

Section 1. = The Senses of Rationality

1., Two Senses of "Rationality"
At the outset I presented the thinking which lead to the examination

of Bartley and Torrance as centring upon the breakdown of argument and
disoussion in the fields of morals, metaphysies and religion. It was
the contention that accounts of rationality and their failure, and the
more general failure to appreciate sertain basic features of the nature
of rationality led. into difficulties in discussion and the feeling that
one's oppenent was arguing at total cross purposes to oneself and was
guilty of irrelevancy and inability to see what was genuinely important.
I then went on to examine two accounts of rationality on the part of

a metaphysician and a theclogian and found that there were in both cases
three areas of disagreement which were clearly definable., These were,
first of all, that while to some extent there was an appreciation of the
faoct that rationality was subject to certain limits there was a failure
to draw the lines of such limitations and to spell out what these limits
were especially in the practical situation of discussion and argument.

I then looked at the particular theories of rationality which Bartley

and Torrance offered and found that these accounts were faulty in their
own terms and not sufficient to the wealth and complexity of the concept

of rationality as it is used and generally understood, Then & detailed
examination and criticism of their views was offered along the lines thas
the men had themselves drawn in an attempt to show the failure of the

account/
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acoount on its own terms. In the midst of this eriticism attention
was constantly drawn to one of the effects that both accounts had though
in different ways and for different reasons. This was the removal of
the possibility of criticism and discussion by the removal of any ground
for the eritic or the questioner to stand on, This dictatorial
strategy meant that there was no possibility that either Torrance or
Bartley could be wrong and anyone else right, There seemed to be no
room even for debate of the issue and it is my contention that any
account of rationality which removes all possibility of argument and
discussion is an inadequate one, and must on that ground alone be
rejected. Of course, I also hold that there are other grounds for

the rejection of Torrance and Bartley and these are the failure to give
an adequate account of the limits of rationality and the internal
difficulties of each account,

It is now my task to do what I have claimed that Bartley and
Torrance have failed to do: that is to offer an adequate account of
rationality in relation to the limits of rationality and also to ensure
that genuine discussion is possible on the basis of that account of
rationality. This shall be done in two parts reversing the order.

I shall attempt to show that discussion and argument are possible and
pave the way for such by giving the critic ground on which to stand and
showing that the critic can have a basis for argument and this will be
done by removing the charge of irrationality, unreascnableness and
unintelligibility. This will be done by showing that there are two
senses of rationality bound up in these words which it is easy to
overlook, and such oversight leads to the breakdown of discussion for

the/
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the coritioc has no basis for argument if he is irrational, totally
unreasonable, and unintelligible. I shall show that there is a basic
distinotion and attempt to draw it in relation to rationality, irrationality,
persons and beliefs, reason and reasons, and intelligibility. Then
attention will be turned to the area of the limits of rationality and on
the basis of the distinction drawn, I shall try to put flesh and blood on
the bone structure of the two senses of rationality. This will be a
presentation of the limits of rationality which is in fact a description
of what we understand by rationality in the practice of argument and
discussion. An argument will be off'ered which will not only leave room
for the critic to take up his position, but will be in itself a description
of how such discussion and argument may take place in the hope of genuine
communication and change., The natural, situational, social, and psychological
limits of rationality will be examined.

The importance of this sort of conceptual clarification - for this
is what it is - rests on the divergence of views which consists in the
subjects of morals, metaphysics, and religion. Divergence is not in
and of itself a bad thing, but it is the scope and intensity of the
divergence which is puzsling, particularly as it has led to & common
belief that philosophy, morals and religion are all in a state of flux
and that these ultimately reduce to a form of cultural relativism,
With this sort of man-in-the-street attitude there is also the idea
that those who are professionally involved in these areas are totally
unrelated to real lif'e and the real issues of the day, as well as being
unable to reach any sort of agreement or final conclusion on anything

that genuinely is important. Important questions as to the value and

point/
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point of philosophy, ethics and political study, as well as religion,
thus underlie the present aporia.

By seeking to present some of the necessary features of rationality
for the purposes of genuine argument and discussion, it is 1nfended to
draw more clearly the way in which aqyldiscussion of a partibular view,
belief, action or piece of behaviour is to be condusted especially in
the reference to such behaviour and beliefs as rational, irrational, or
non-rational, Earlier there was examination of two examples of the
sort of divergence which causes concern as neither side seems able to
appreciate what the other is saying nor their reason for saying it.l
There is extreme divergence as to what constitutes the facts of the
sit¥ation and the esccusation that the other has overlooked what is in
fact essential for a true grasp of what is in question,

With this sort of accusation in philosophy, it is often diffioult
for the person outside the dispute, and perhaps those in it alseo, to
see what sort of dispute it is and what is expected of each side by
the other. Rather than believing that this is an essential feature of
philosophy, it seems that it is rather the occupational hagard and can
and must be avoided by clearly drawing the basic features of what it is
to be rational, I shall first of all examine the referring of rationality
to oneself by way of introduction of a basic distinction between two
senses of rationality. But it may be helpful to offer an outlin§ of
what is meant by rationality in the two senses, before going on to argue

the case, though the details of the desoription rest on the argument
offered/

1, Chapter One, pepe G{%E.
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offered and not vice versa. When mention is made here of rationality,
as has been throughout the work, it is in the sense of what is aseribed
to human beings in terms of a capacity or ability to do something or to
come up to a particular standard. It is that which separates man from
the ape or the amoeba as well as from the computer, and in this sense
it is a characteristic of human beings in terms of their capacity and
ability.

Sense one of *rationality" is concerned with part of the definition
of what it is to be a man, It is an overall, total, basic description
which says something about all and every man in light of which he may
be called a man, It is not an absolute; yet it rules out the
possibility of being irrational unless the rights and privileges of
society are withdrawn and one is either put in prison or in a mental
hospitals It is only applied when a very basic question of security
or total immorality arises and the threat of the withdrawal of basie
human rights and responsibilities is in doubt. It reflers to the
capacity to reason, to appreciate the facts of a situation and the
necessity of evidence for belief's and the appropriateness of demands
for justification and explanation when one is queried as to one's
behaviour. It is the abilily to appreciate the need for justification
and explanation and to go at least some way in trying to provide it,
by eppropriate and adequate meanss It will be seen that it is also
related to action and goal-directed behaviour. In contrast, the sense
two of "rationality" deals with what relates to highly specific contexts.
It varies according to the context, and its nature will be more easily
and clearly seen in contrast to sense one as it is described in the

detailed/



detailed argument, This basic distinction is drawn as it relates to
rationality then to irrationality. It is then applied to talk and
description of persons and beliefs. Then it is applied to reason and
reasons looking at explanation, action and wishing, and finally,
intelligibility is examined. If this distinction is genuine then it
makes it possible for the eritic to have & position from which he can
question or argue and then the limits of rationality will be looked at
seeing the form of such argument and discussion. But a start will be
made with the notion of the reference of rationality to oneself,

I wish to suggest that there is more than oddity involved in the
idea of referring to oneseli as rational and that such a reference is
neither necessary nor sufficient to the claim for mtionality. It is
not necessary to be able to refer to oneself as being rational. This
is the case for it is possible to aet rationally and yet to be unable
to say that it is rational.z This may be either because the person
does not know what "rational" means or that it is not appropriate to
apply such & term. One may also act rationally and yet be unable to
give an explanation for it. For example, one may imagine & novice
skier sweeping down the slopes of Glenshee straight towards a tree.
This novice has not yet learned how to stop or even how to turn. He
sits down and stopse The instructor is delighted and inquires how he
knew to do that, because most people just fall flat on their faces and

stop somewhat painfully., The skier can only confess that he just did
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its, Yet the behaviour is rational given an understanding of skiing and

time/
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time to consider the mechanics involved. But this particular novice
has no grasp of the refinements or even the basics, yet has shown
natural ability and aptitude of the same sort as the small boy in the
laboratory who makes ingenious suggestions which are useful and which
actually work. One may behave in a way which is called rational and
seem to be rational, but be unable to say why one has done it and to
have a total laok_.of appreciation of the effects of one's aotion.5
The neeaaaity. of being able to deseribe in rational terms one's
actions or beliefs is even more doubtful if we consider the example of
an individual who may have faith in a person without what most folk
would call good reasons for such faithe In fact, this faith in, for
example, the habitual eriminal, may run contrary to all appearances and
all faots in the context; yet despite 'fhis, the faith in the individual,
the willingness to trust far beyond the point of apparent common sense,
the defence against any and all criticism no matter how justified, are
all held strongly, but without necessarily the ability to express the
grounds of such faith or any reason for the attitude. Or perhaps there
are some grounds offered, but these are totally inadequate to support the
degree and extent of the faith involved and the actions which folleow
such faith, 1In parallel fashion, one may be very much in love with an
individual, or out of love, and yet be unable to express the reason for
one's state of mind, or indeed conf'ess that there are no reasons while
strongly believing and affirming that it is still the case that you feel

what you feel, and know what you knowe The poet expresses it thus

"I/

3« P. Alexander, "Rational Behaviour and Psychoanalytic Explanation",
pe33l.
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"I do not love you, Dr. Fell.
But why I cannot tell,
But this I know full well,
I do not love you, Dr. Fel.l."#
This may be an example of the heart having its reasons which the
mind cannot grasp, or it may rather point to the need to regard
rationality, not as a narrow feature of mental operations, but as
more integrated m the whole of man in all his variety of thought, will,
and emotions,
It is not only not necessary to refer ratiohality to oneself, but
it is also not suf'ficients One can give to others what is to oneself
a totally rational explanation of one's behaviour, but they might regard
it as irrational., The deyvanged person when asked why he is sticking
mousetraps on the wall may reply that they are to catch the pink rats
which are running up and down the walls, but this is not usually held
to be rational behaviour. Vhen we behave in what to us is a perfectly
sensible way, we are puzzled and annoyed when others fail to see why we
did something, and even after explanation, still regard us askance,
Rationalit is not only insufficient in reference to oneself, but
may point to a much more important aspect, that of' rationality itself
never being totally suff'icient. Hume's attack on rationalism is designed
to show that reason itself is not and by the nature of the case cannot be
sufficient in itself, One is not and cannct be totally rational.s This

releases us from trying to live up to an impossible standard of rationality,

in/

L. See above, Chapter two, pepe !

5« In relation to morals, D, Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature Book iii,
Part I Section I, p.455; "Of Scepticism with regard to Reason",
Book I, Part IV Section I, p.p. 180ff, (ed.) Selby-Bigge.
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in the sort of way thet Bartley has in mind a propos the rationalist
orisis of 1ntegr1ty6. Hume is trying to bring attention to certain
basic facts which he regerds as limiting the role that reason plays and
can play in metaphysics and morals. What is erucial in this is that
when we talk of "rational" and "reasonable" with all other synonyms, we
are not meaning these in any absolute sense, but always and only in a
relative sense. That is to say that there is not and cannot be a
totally rational man for he would no longer be & man but an automaton
or a divinity., And parallel with this, there cannot be a totally
irrational man, for he too would lose his right to be called a man or
treated as a man.

Individual self-reference of raticmality is neither necessary nor
sufficient, But more importankly, it is odd to refer ever to oneself
as being rational. In what sort of circumstances can one make sense of
the selif-ascription of rationality? There is the need to characterise
this sort of occasion, for in the normal course of events we would be
extremely puzzled to hear someone proclaiming his rationality to one and
all, One would say that one is rational or that one's behaviour is
rational only in the context in which some question arises as to the
rationality of action. This is not, except in the cases of dementia,
a question as to the total irrationality of the action or person

involved, but rather expressing that the person is not as one would
expect him to be or that his action is not in keeping with the usual

pattern of behaviour which he exhibits.

The oddity of the self-reference of rationality is the background
against which it can be seen that there are two basic senses of "rational®

which must be clearly separated, and the confusion of the two in argument

and/
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and judgment avoided. The first and most basic meaning of "rational"
is included in the idea that all men aremtionals It is in this sense
that Popper and Watkins have recently written of the "Rationalj.ty
Prinoiplo".7 This rationality is taken as part of the definition of
what 1t is to be a man, It is an overall, total, basic desoription
which says something about all and every man in light of which he is
what he is. This is what entitles a man to be called a man, the faot
that he is rational.

What is meant by "rational” in this basic and overall sense, is
not however, something absolute, It does not and cannot imply total
perfection, An attempt will be made to draw out the reasons why
rationality is not absolute but rather relative in actual situational
terms. But here it can be seen that conceptually to be totally
rational or totally irrational must inevitably involve the removal of
a large area of crucial discourse of willing, failing, sinning, guilt,

responsibility, punishment and the cluster of notions around these tms.a

» Being rational must imply neither
the capacity to be totally rational notr the capacity to be totally

irrational./

7« JJW.N, Watkins, "Imperfect Rationality"; K. Popper, "Rationality and
the Status of the Rationality Principle",

8. S. Hampshire makes a similar point in relation to freewill and determinism
in Thought and Action, especially chapter two. G. Warnock, The Object

of Morality, pepell3=4
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irrational., If one was always and only rational, then the sense of
"rational" would be nearly Pickwickian, Thus, if one was only and
always irrational, the sense of "irrational®” would lose its meaning
over and against all the varying degrees of success and failure in the
enterprise, The man who can only be rational is no longer a men but a
computer-like machine. The men who can only be irrational is no longer
a man but a psychopath.

Popper auggeéts that at this level the rationality principle is
trivial and false but is nevertheless ossantial.9 I shall not enter
into discussion as to whether or not his description is adequate but
shall concentrate on the level which Popper fails to distinguish from
the level of the rationality principle, and which is different in kind
and scope and has lead to much of the confusion between differing views
as to what is rational in belief and behaviour.

The second basic sense of "rational" is that which is directly
related to man's behaviour and beliefs, It is what a rational man
actually does and believes, but this in the context that he could have
done differently, but did not.lo It is in this sense that it is
possible to see the cruoial diff'erence between the two senses, for in
the first sense, that of man as rational, it is impossible for man %o be
irrationales This is not to say that there are not totally irrational
men, but that those who are totally irrational lose the right to be called
men, and more importantly, to be treated as men, so they are pui in mental

hospitals/

9. Popper, "Rptionality and the Status of the Rationality Principle."”
10. This type of argument relates closely to discussion of "can" and

"gould"e Sae M. Ayers, The Refutation of Determinism, particulariy
in relation to the idea that free will involves the capacity to do

otherwise,
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hospitals or prison and the basiec rights as individuals which the rest
of society énjoya are withdrawn from thems In sense two of "rational"
it is possible to behave irrationally and to hold irrational ideas and
beliefs. But this can only be done on occasions and in particular
contexts and situations, These situations limit the nature of the
desoription'of the irrationality that can be given,

In sense one of "rational" one is always fully rational for to
fall short in this sense is to be in need of hospitalisation. THowever,
in sense two there is the assumption that one is not and need not be fully
rational., This sense allows room for falling short. The same point
has been made in different places. For example, in parallel with rule-
guided behaviour, "The notion of following a rule is logically
inseparable from the notion of making a mistake., If it is possible to
say of someone that he is following a rule that means that one can ask
whether he is doing what he does correctly or not".l1 The same thing
applies to "rational" in sense two, that there is necessarily room for
falling short. Bennett comments that "having an ebility to carry out
some kind of intellectual task entails having an ability to know when
one hag done it wromgly.“12 This in turn entails the possibility that
one can do it wronglye

There has already been stress on the importance of context for
the second sense of "rational". This importance cen be similarly seen

from two other sourees. ©S. Lukes comments on discussion of the context-

dependent/

11, P. Winch, the Idea of a Sccial Science, p.32
12, J. Bennett, Rationality, p.92; ©See also his disoussion of Bees
and rule~guided behaviour in p.pe 17«18, ibid
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dependent nature of some features of rationality, that, "There are

(obviously) contextually-provided oriteria of meaninz. Again there

are contextually-provided criteria which make particular belief's

appropriate in particular circumstances. There are also contextuallye

provided criteria which specify the best way to arrive at and hold

beliefss In general, these are contextually-provided eriteria for

deciding what counts as a 'good reason' for holding a belief"l3

It is just this sense of having good reasons for & belief or-for a

course of action which is central to the second sense of "rational".

The same sort of point is made in & discussion of Preudien explanation.

"Similarly, it may be rational to behave in a partiocular way given the

belief's I have about certain matters of fact but these beliefs may be

irrational because they conflict with the evidence I have or evidence

I could easily get or are based on careless or mistaken reasoning.

But if I believe that w is the case and thet in consequence, I ought

to aim to produce y then, behaviour that tends to produce y may be

rational, within the narrower context, no matter how wrong is my

belief about we The retionality of behaviour is relative to context.'lk

It is my contention that this is certainly the case for sense two of

"rationel”, but not so for sense one, which lays stres:c or the universal

and absolute qualities of rationality in relation to the nature of man.
Both senses of "rational" have, however, a limiting ocase. This

is the point at which one would withdraw the epithet "rational", Here

the/

13. Se Lukes, "Scme Problems about Retionality", B. Wilson (ed)
Rationality, pe 211.
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the two sensges must run into each other, In sense two of "rational",
if a man continually did things which were seen to be irrational in
all and every situation and context, this would inevitably lead us to
consider whether he was "rational" in sense one, that of all men being
rationals It is the mad man, the totally criminal, or the totally
immoral man who causesus to withdraw even this basic sense and to lock
up the person in question on the grounds of the safety and well=being
of society and of the individual himself's At this point, however,
there has developed a counter-move to the withdrawal of rationality.

Freudian theory has presented us with explanations of the most
apparently irrational and pointless pieces of behavicur., 8Slips of the
tongue, lapses of memory, behaviour habits, all can be made to fit into
a general view of what the individual concerned has experienced,
particularly in early childhood. Not only can an explanation be given
of the behaviour as a result of Freudian analysis, but the individual
concerned can himself come to recognise the truth of what is said though
thissoften & long and painful process. It can, it is claimed, eventually
lead to the successful treatment and disappearance of the meirosis in '
question. Behaviour which onee appeared to be totally irrational, can
be seen to be rational by virtue of the Freudian analysise.

If a specific example of irrational behaviour is taken which cen :
be interpreied on Freudian terms as rational, one becomes aware of the
subtle shift in the meaning of "rational" and "irrational", A prominent

jeweller suddenly begins to wash floors, each floor over and over again,

The/
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The mood passes, but in three months time, he begins again scrubbing
the same floors over and over, This is an example of irrational
actiones The Freudian seeks to analyse the patient, and to probe into
his subconscious. He discovers that as a child the jeweller had seen
his mother forced te serub floors by his father if she in some way
failed to please him, He had forgotten this, On each occasion he
had begun himself to wash floors he had had a tiff with his wife of a
very minor nature, but this, however, the Freudian states, was sufficient
to elicit from him the necessity of making appeasement in the most
primitive and basic form that he knew, which was to wash floors. The
"irrafional" action can thus be seen to be infact perfectly rational
given all the knowledge of the facts and the background of the situation,
On this type of account, the sadist is not behaving irrationally, but
guite rationally, when he beats his sexual partner because given his
outlook, desires, tastes, and background, he is right in the sense of
“"rational" to behave as he does.

The problem with t hese acecounts is that there is the feeling on
the one hand that they make a genuine point and give some sort of
explanation, while at the same time an uneasy feeling indescribing of
the behaviour of the jeweller or the sadist as "rational"., Both
instincts are correct. It must be admitted that there is a sense in
which a Freudian analysis explains what is difficult to understand.
It may be only one sort of explanation and it mey not be a sufficient
explanation = to discover the extent of its success leads into the realms

of/
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of psychology and psychiatry, as well as psycho=analysis. But at

the very least it does offer some kind of explanation., This is not

to say that if offers a total explanation, or that it qualifies the
asoription of "rational" tc any and all odd behaviour which can be
subjected to this account.s If it is "rational", it is "raticnal"
within 2 very peculiar context in which actions and slips of' the tongue
and nemory have gained an unwarranted signifiocance and emercise and
unreasonable controle It is "rational” only from the viewpoint of the
Freudian, hence the need for psycho-analysis by a2 Freudian, who has
himsel{ heen psycho=analysed and the convincing of the patient, not
only of the relation of his behaviour to pieces of past experience,

but at the same time, the propounding of the particular theory which
needs to be accepted before the pattern of conmnection of behaviour and
past can itself be accepteds When the Freudian claims to cure the
patient, the patient must become a Freudian to appreciate and experience
that cure, Vhat is important, then, is that in this context the word
"prational" is not being used in a normal sort of way, especially in
regard to the lower limit of irrationality. It has sense only in an
highly selective context and with reference to a narrow view of man
and behaviour. The Freudian explanation is not what is normelly
accepted as explanation, for it is a different sort of thing altogether,
It explains within a particular sphere, bul it does not make explicable
to any and every man who but looks to sees, The mad man, the sadist,
ths poor jeweller, are not rational simply because their actions can be

construed in a particular light and seen to make some sort of sense therein.

They/



278

They are still irrational, and they require treatment and care.

When they are cured, when they no longer require treatment and care,
when their behaviour conforms to societal norms and explicable patterns,
then and only then can they be regarded as rational again,

It may be that when the Freudian offers a "rational" explanation,
what he means by "rational" is much less rigid than has been suggested.
Some might wish to claim that the explained behaviour was still
irrational both to the patient and to the therapist, but that this
"irrationality" lay in the fact that the action is unsuitable. The
meaning of "unsuitable" is complex in this level of response, for it
may refer to the fact that the act is unsuitable to the end desired or
it may mean that it is ineffective, Action may be inappropriate in
that one does not know the aim and purpose behind the action, in
contrast to the situation where one is fully conscious and aware of
what one is doing. In this case, "rational"” will refer to actions
which were teleologically apt, and "irratiocnal" to actions whioch were
"blind", that is to say, inappropriate to the purpose, The patient in
realising that his action is "blind", e.g. the washing of floors, may
come to see some kind of sense in the action in that he realises that
it is inappropriate, certainly as it is not clear what the aim behind
such action is,. He realises the inappropriateness, but does not
necessarily classify the action as "rational", when he or the therapist
clarifies what it involves. The action of washing the floor is also
ineffective, in that it does not meet the particular need he actually
has. One merely expends lots of energy without realising the reasons

for/
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for it or it bearing fruit. The behaviour is not fitting to deal
with the problem, Even after explanation of the action has been
given the inefficiency still remains, In this case the "rational"
aetion is the action which achieves the end in view in the most
effective way, while "irrational®™ action is that which may be
intelligible, yet is ineffective in expense of energy and inappropriate
to meeting the need involved. If this is the position of the
Freudian account of rationality there is much to agree with, but it
does not appear to be the emphasis offered. Nevertheless, the
importance of this sort of account is that it highlights the importance
of knowing what one is doing, of being in full possession of one's
wits, or, in other words, having a certain capacity to act in an
appropriate fashion to the situation, This is crucial in
understanding rational behaviour, but it must also be linked with an
account of disposition in relation to one's attitude to bLoth the
situation and others in the situation as regards the flexibility or
rigidity of one's approach in the particular context and in regard to
the differing consequences. One must be open to "rational”
considerations, as well as having the capacity to act appropriately in
the sense of fulfilling one's aim and purpose by suitable behaviour,.
The danger of the Freudian attack on irrationsl behaviour is that
it endengers the understanding of what is raticnal, reasonable, and
explicable, and reduces these to something trivial, in the sense that
any belief or action at all may be understocd if cone has a particular

context or outlook. This kind of position is paralleled by the danger
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of cultural relativism, which denies any absolute standards of behaviour
right and wrong, good or evil, end instead suggests that all these
things are relative to a particular time, place, kind of person, and
prastical situation, and that it is not pos:zible to generalise in this
area, but rather one needs to indulge in description of the context and
of the standards within that context. What is rational is rational
only within a particular context and at one time within that ocontext,
and at one place, or at least within a highly specifiable location,

Thus one must beware of imagining that our standsrds of truth, right
and wrong, are in any way superior or inferior to any others, but

rather to accept the fact of the differences and indulge merely in
description of sueh differences without passing hasty or considered
judgments., e cannot judge, for we shall then ourselves be judged
and found just as wanting. This is a very subtle approach and
statement of what is & genuine problem,. Much will be found to
sympathise with in it as regards sense two of “rationality" and

its relation to specific contexts. But it will be argued that

while there is a great deal to relativism, it is in itself not sufficient
for it ignores sense one of "rationality”, Relativism tends to
overstress the degree of differences belween ourselves and others,
between cultures end groups, and to talk as if these differsnces were
absolute and totally inexplicable on any other terms but their own,.

This is not the case. There are certain basic similarities and
structures. There is a great deal of common consent and understanding

and all this may be typified at the level of "rationality"™ in sense one.

i/
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I shall in due course seek to delineate the different sorts of features
which are related to the different senses of rationality and to propound
them in the proper perspective as regards their implication for man as
a member of particular groups, a non-member of others, and as a seeker
and arguer on the basis of reasons and grounds rather than on shifting
sande

An attempt has been made to delineate a confusion between two
senses of "rational",. "Rational" in sense one applies to man in
general = to all and every man; whereas "rational" in sense two refers
to either man or his behaviour and beliefs in light of a particular
situation and context where actions and belief's are appropriate,
reascnable, proper, or inappropriate, improper, and unreasonable.
To apply sense one of "rationality" to oneself is neither necessary
nor sufficient, To apply sense one to other people makes sense only
when a very basic question of security and total immorality is
concerned, where the withdrawal of the epithet "rational" implies the
withdrawal of certain basic human rights and responsibilities. In
contrast, the application of "rational" in sense two makes sense in a
situation where oneself or another is threatened, questioned, or
ceriticised, and where justification is appropriate. In other words,
this is to try to separate two levels of the application of "rational)
the one as being at the level of a regulative principle, which may be
trivial and even false, and the other the level of contextual action,
behaviour and belief, In some sense this is parallel to the distinction
between justifiying a principle and justifying a particular action which
falls/
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falls within the prinoipla.15

There will be an examination of what is involved in the notion
of "rationality" in both senses and what are the important features of
these senses. The relevance of this question is to help to clarify
what it is we are doing when we state what we believe and behave in
accordance with that, and what we are doing when we question what
someone else believes and his behaviour in accordance with that belief,
What sort of thing is involved in this, what are the standards, if any,
involved, and what is implied by both of these? As a result of the
responses to these questions, it is hoped to clarify how the rational
man can be rational about his behaviour, his beliefs, and his rationality,
and how genuine argument and discussion become possible when the methods
and form of oriticism and justification are drawn in light of the
distinction between the two senses of "rational®,

15. J.Rawls, "Two Concepts of Rules", Philosophical Review, Vol. LXIV,
1955; "Justioce as Fairness", Philosophical Review, Vol. LXVII, 1958.
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Two Sense "Irrati it

In sub-section one, an attempt has been made to delineate a
distinction between two senses of "rationality"., The first is with
reference to the general capacity of all mankind, and is part and
parcel of what would normally be accounted to be human, The seecond
sense is related to more specific contexts in which, in light of
particular presuppositions or attitudes which one has adopted, a
particular way of life, or series of propositions is held to follow
rationally. In this latter sense, it is more akin to a kind of
consistenocy, though the need for argument and the nature of the reasons
involved in adopting any such view must also be taken account of in
clarifying the sense of "rational™ in sense two. One way of seeking
to understand what rationality involves is, of course, by seeking to
understand irrationality and what it involves. There seem to be three
important aspects of irrationality which need to be examined to
understand rationality and to see the relation of irrationality to the
senses of "rationality" already outlined. T"Irrationslity" in senses
one and two in opposition to senses one and two of "rationality" will
be examined while recognising that the importance of irrationality in
the present situation is seen in the specifioc doctrine of "irrationalism",
and what is involved in such a doetrine,

Hare, in Freedom and Reason, makes the point that, "It is very
important to distinguish between things which it would be ridiculous,
inappeosite, or even misleading to say, and things which would be false
or incomprehensible or inconsistent. It is only when it would be

false or incomprehensible or inconsistent to say something that

philosophers/
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philosophers should be professionally interasted'.1 While disagreeing
with his limitation of the philosopher's professional interest and
noting that the central point Hare makes need not be limited only to
what is said, but is relevant also to what is believed (and perhaps
never said) and to what is done, it must be agreed that Hare makes the
germ of & distinction between the two senses of "irrational" whioh
parallel senses one and two of "rational". Before expanding the
distinction it is admitted that the total separation of the senses of
"irrational™ may in practice be impossible, but this is not to say that
the distinction is not a valid one, or that it is not necessary in
theory to be clear about what the different semnses involve, partioularly
with reference to discussion and argument. Rather the senses will

be seen to be related on a sliding scale in whioh the movement is from
an absolute, total, and general level, to the more particular, specific
and relative.

If one were to apply the epithet "irrational" in sense one to a
person or belief, action, or any feature of a person or group to which
such a judgement were appropriate, one would gather the following sort
of picture. The individual or group would act without reference to
any form of reasoning, or evidence in the sense that the facts of the
situation would be unappreciated by the ignoring of such facts or the
failure to recognise that there were any such facts at all, This

involves/

1o RoHare, Freedom and Reason, pe58e
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involves both the inability to recosnise for oneself in the speoifioc
situation what the facts are and what reasons there are in favour or
against one acting in a particular way, and that when questioned or
challenged with reference to one's behaviour, the person concerned
would make no attempt at justification or explanation and offer no
reason at all for his behaviour, failing to discern either the need

for such reasons or failing to grasp what reasons there might be in

the nitﬁation. There would be no sense (literally "nonsense")
involved in what he did and said. His actions and words would serve
no purpose and have no reason behind them, The sort of situation in
mind is that of the "mindless" - note the common use of such description
in these cases = behaviour of "mods" and "rockers" on the rampage in

the sea=zide resorts, subjecting people and property to viecious viclence
without any apparent purpose and without any reason which is recognisable
as such. To suggest that they did it for fun, or that they enjoyed
doing it, makes the absence of & genuine reason all the more terrifying,
in that we are at a loss what to say in response to such admissionse.

The class of actions and persons subsumed under the heading of
"irrational™ in sense one, are those neurotics and psychotiecs, infants,
or the criminally insane, who are not only not responsible for their
actions and words, but are incapable of describing before, during, or
after a particular action what they are deing, why they are doing it,
and what is involved in their action and its results. It is not the
case of the abandoning of logic, reasoning, explanation, or justification,

but rather a complete inability to appreciate the relevance of any and

all/
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all of these to oneself and one's actions to the extent that one is no
longer entitled to either the rights or privileges, far less the
responsibilities of being accounted a person, or rather a rational
human being. The "irrational™ man in sense one is one who has no
full encounter with reality and thus no proper relation to realitye.

In this sense "reality"™ means the relation of cause and effect and
action to purpose, Persistence in contradiction in what one says and
in what one does destroys all hope of communication and understanding,
and therefore of cooperation.

In some ways, sense two of "irrational" is merely a variation on
the same theme, but what is important is the degree of variation and
what this implies in respeet of possible improvement, modification, and
change. In sense two, the "irrational™ man or group acts against the
apparent evidence, or on too few facts, or on the basis of facts which
are not proﬁarly appreciated, Often they cannot explain their actions
and the demand far explanation or justification leads to the adducement
of faects which are not obviously relevant to the question under
examination. The interpretation of situations and people is odd to
the point of perversity and they are ready and willing to dispute over
vhether or not what most would agree is a reason for something is in
actual faet a reason at all, or whether some totally irrelevant
feature ought to be considered carefully as integral to any judgment in
the situation. Their reasoning is without an adequate basis, and they depart
from the accepted norms of reasoning, explanation and justification.
211 together they seem unreasonzble, perverse, foolish, or "thick in

the head", and, contrary to Warnock's disclaimer,z such people do of'ten

appeer/
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appear "irrational®, though it is in sense two, which is to say that
they are irrational from a particular point of view,. The erucial
difference between the two senses as outlined is the divergence over
the eshewing of logic, argument, reasoning, or justification. In
sense one, questions of faet, Justification, or evidence appear not to
arise and to make no sense at all to the "irrational" man or group,
whereas in sense two, these questions may at least be allowed, but the
type and level of response is far removed from what is normally expected
or sought in the asking of such a question, The kinds of reasons,
Justification and evidence offered in sense two are not apparently
totally relevant to the problem at large and the node of activity is
peculiar, while still being recognisable as a form of reasoning,
Justification, and activity.

SeLukes, in & discussion of some problems of rationality, offers
an account of the irrationality of belief's on the grounds of various
inadequacies. These will be related tc the delineation of levels one
and two of "irrationality" seeking to illustrate the difference. Lukes
suggests that beliefs are irrational: "1. if they are illogical,e.g.
inconsistent or (self=-)contradictory, consisting of or relying on
invalid inferences etCees"+d A propos sense one, this would be true
only if this refepred to total illogicality in which all and every form
of logic was set aside regularly and completely, and that the belief or

the individusl was regularly and always inconsistent and self-contradictory.

it/

3+ S.Lukes, "Some Problems of Rationality", B.Wilson (ed.)_Rationality,
PP« 194ff, My views on "irrationality" were already formed when I

came across Lukes' agcount, but I draw on this to illustrate both
similarities and differences.
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It is less clear that Lukes' last point is valid, for a belief may be

a true belief yet rely, in the mind of the individual who holds it, on
a false premiss or inference, which is, of course, not recognised to be
false by the individuel concerned. But a belief could be "irrational®
in sense two, inasmuch as it had certain illogical fectures, or in that
it appeared inconsistent or even self-contradictory, but the person who
held such & belief was willing and able to go some way in arguing over
the questions of logic and consistency, and able to offer some
alternative definitions. Perhaps even this last point of being able
to offer some alternative definition is not essential, but rather it

is sufficient if the person is in a situation of unease or aporia,
admitting that spparently the argument against him shows his belief

to be irrational, but yet being unwilling to accept this, while still
being unable to deal with the argument or to offer an alternative account.
There would have to be certain limitations on this, e.ge is the doubt
on the part of the believer serious, does he in the future atiempt to
meet the doubt, does he re-cxzamine his position in light of the argument?
“Irrationality™ in sense two, here refers to the departure of a belief
from the established norm for belief's and the argument and discussion
of beliefs, perhaps without any clear notion of the new basis being
offered for the "irrational™ beliefl. An example here would be the
Copernican thesis of the earth revolving round the sune This was, and
still is, prims facie "irrational" to the ordinary observer, yet it is
not the case that Copernicus and his supporiers eschewed logic or
Justification, but rather set about over & long period of time to
support this thesis, without being able initially to deal with the

apparently/
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apparently disconfirming evidence.

SeLukes' second point on the inadequacy of irrational beliefs is
"if they are partially or wholly false'.L' One wonders whence is
derived the standpoint to make such a judgment of falsity, but as it
relates o sense one of "irrational", such beliefs or people would
alvays be false without hope of correction or even awareness of the
need for correction: while in sense two of "irrationsl" the upholder
of the bellief might wish te argue over the truth and falsity, and
certainly the degree of falsity, in order to seek to preserve the belief,
though making use of apparently irrelevant or unrelated evidence.
"3, If they are nonsensical (though it may be questioned whther they
would then qualify as propositions and thus as beliefs)".5 In sense
one of "irrational®, for a belief to be nonsensical would mean that it
could not be stated or propounded with the suppert of any evidence at
all, whereas in sense two of "irrational", & belief might well be
nonsensical given the prevailing views of menkind and the cultural
outlook, yet the believer would try to explain what he meant and to
offer alternative definitions, or perhaps rather express, though
unknowingly, the necessity for such alternative definition. The
difference seems rather that a belief is "irrational" in sense one at
this peint if it is nonsensical from all and every viewpoint, and
nonsensical in sense two if it is "irrational™ from most or some points
of view, but not necessarily all,

Lukes/
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Lukes' fourth point is more difficult to grasp. It is that
beliefs are irrational "if they are situationelly specific or ad hog,
i.e. not universalized because bound to particular oeoasions“.6 One
sees no reason why anyone, rational or not, should not hold belief's which
are relevant and non-universalizable in that they refer only to a very
specific situation. For example, one might believe that when one is
confronted with a red and black cabbage which sings "lary, Mary, Quite
Contrary", one ought to respond by singing "Baa, Baa, Black Sheep”.

Of course, this is universalizable in the sense that it is relevant to
all and every confrontation of a singing red and black cabbage, when

the tune is appropriate, but it is also bound to particular occasions
which are highly speeific and execeedingly rare. The irrationality
perhaps arises in that, for the "irrational" belief in sense one, there
is no relation of this belief to anything else whether it be other
beliefs or other situations. The belief which is "irrational” in sense
two is that because it is not the sort of belief which relates to anything
obviously, but given a fuller account of the crucial nature of red and
black singing cabbages, there might be some mitigation against outright
and total rejeetion of the belief,

Luke's fif'th and final example is the most detailed and erucial.
Belief's are irrational "if the waja in which they come to be held or
the manner in which they are held are seen as deficient in some respeoct.
For example: (&) the beliefs may be based, partially or whoily, on
irrelevant considerations; (b) they may be based on insufficient
evidence; (c) they may be held uneritically, i.e. not held open to
refutation or modification by experience .... (d) the beliefs may be

held /

6. Lukes, ibid.
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held unreflectively, without conscious consideration of their assumptions
and implications, relations to other beliefs ato."7 To be understood

as "irrational" in sense one, one would need to change the wording of
Lukes®' initial desecription to: "if the ways in which they come to be
held or the manner in which they are held are seen as deficient in every
respect”, whereas "irrational™ in sense two would read as originally
presented with the emphasis falling on "....deficient in some respect”.
If* each of the four subseotions is taken in turn, the diff'erences
between "irrational” in sense one and two must lie in the degree of
irrelevance and the basis of such a judgement, the separation of no
evidence at all being off'ered, or evidence which is not evidence at all,
from evidence which is evidence but is not convincing as it stands, the
nature of the uncritical holding of the belief, in other words, why one
holds the belief to be beyond refutation or modification and whether or
not one says any more than the mere statement of its non-refutability

or non-modifiability, or whether one seeks to explain that in light of
X,Y, and 4, then there can be no refutation, and finally, whether the
holding of belief's unreflectingly means the holding of a belief without
any reason at all, or rather the holding of a belief without being
-oonacious of why one holds it, but still having the capacity to inquire
into the nature and grounds of one's belief, given that the need for

such clarification is made clear., It is necessary to relate the holding
of belief in an uncritical and unreflective fashion to the concept of
“diaaonanne".B What is meant by dissonance may be clarified by reference
to a social soience investigation called "When Prophecy Fails". The

author/
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authors of this investigation of a seot, who prophesied catastrophe

for the world on a specific date and their own departure before the
disaster culminated, examined the reaction of the believers after
disconfiirmation, and outlined the central notion of dissonance as
follows: "Two opinions, or beliefs, or items of knowledge are dissonant
with each other if they do not fit together - that is, if they are
inconsistent, or if, considering only the two partioular items, one
does not follow from the other. For example, a cigarette smoker who
believes that smoking is bad for his health has an opinion that is
disonant with the knowledge that he is continuing to smoke, He may
have many other opinions, beliefs, or items of knowledge that are
consonant with continuing to smoke but the dissonance nevertheless
exists too“.9 The test for irrationality as outlined by Lukes with
reference to unoritical and unreflective holding of beliefs needs to

be modified in relation to dissonance, in that, if there is no dissonant
evidence, belief or situation, then it is difficult to hold that one
must still exeroise oriticism and reflection on all and every one of
one's beliefs, Rather the pattern seems to be that whenever our
belief's come into confliect, or some new fact arises which casts doubt
on an old belief, in other words, when dissonance arises, then and only
then do we undergo the kind of eritical reflection which Lukes outlines,
It is possible that one might hold such eritical reflection to be one's
methodological presuppcsition in one's work, e.g. a scientist seeking
to disprove his own theories, but the point is that it is impossible to
do this all the time for everything, and that to do this requires the

uncritical/
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uncritical and unreflective holding of some other belief's in order to
be oritically reflective on the problem in hand.lo

Most often it would seem to be the case that the manifestation of
dissonance leads to some eritical reflection on one's belief in the
following manner, "Dissonance produces discomfort and, correspondingly,
there will arise pressures to reduce or eliminate the dissonance.
Attempts to reduce dissonance represent the observeble manifesiations
that dissonance exists. Such attempts may take any or all cf three
forms. The person mey try to change one or more of the belief's, opinions,
or behaviour involved in the dissonance; 1o acquire new information or
belief's that will increase the existing consonance and thus causs the
total dissonance to be reduced; or to forget or reduce the imporiance
of these cognitions that are in a dissonant relationship.

If any of the above attempts are to be successful, they must mest
with the support from either the physical or the social environment.
In the absence of such support, the most determined efforts to reduce
dissonance may be unsueccessful®.

Without dissonance, the attempt to overcome it which may be
defined as some form of critical reflection, is neither necessary neot
to the point. The importance of this concept will be returned to and
its role in argument and discussion, when the patiern of' change involved
in one set of beliefs giving place to another, or in the giving up of
particular beliefs is examined.

The/

10, See above, Chapter Two. p.p.'9-7
11, Festinger, Riecken, Schachter, ibid, p.26.
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The differences in senses one and two of "irrationality" relate
to the degree and kind of irrationality involved in illogicality, falsity
the genesis and continued upholding of a belief, and in relation to
evidence and uncritical reflection or lack of ite Sense one refers to
the total setting aside of all leogic, sense, and meaning, without the
awareness of what is involved in this. One doubts what cannot (logically
possibly) be doubted, and is certain of what cannot (logically possibly)
be held to be true. ©Sense two refers to the conscious setting aside of
the sccepted norms of logle, proof and sense, either in some general way
on the basis of other considerations, or only in one particular and
definite instance again based on considerations, In the latter case
one is willing to continue the srgument, and is aware of the need and
point of such an argument, without necessarily heving the capacity to
engage in such argumentation. One doubts what normally cannot (physically
and/or psychologically possibly) be doubted, and is certain of what
cannot (physically and/or psychologically) be held to be true as far as
most people are concerned. The lest phrase is the most difficult, for
one must allow room for a new Einstein, who will fly in the face of all
generally accepted truth with apparent incompreheénsible nonsense,
which in the end of the day will be shown to be correct and meaningful,
while at the same time protecting soeiety and clarifying the nature of
that protection from insane cranks. This is why the difference between
senses one and two appears to be based on some sort of sliding scale
from the particular to the absolute, the exceptional to the totally

impossible/
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impossible (and thet in all senses). It may well be that some sort of
time factor is the dividing line between ingeniuvus invention and erazed
delusion, in as much as if no one else ever was convinced of the truth

of one's theory it would be difficult to allow that the theory had any
truth other than the merely logically possible, but in practice it may

be literally thousands of years after the inital idea, belief, or
experiment that the truth is finally upheld, and "common=-sense" refuted.
It, therefore, seems rather informal in detailed separation, yet hopefully
clear in the intent and the basis of the distinction.

Another possible way of expressing what is in mind may be derived
from T.F. Torrance's account of irrationality. Torrance states that
"In modern science undue emphasis upon the place of the human subject
leads quickly into an irrational situation in which it is claimed that
man himself imposes patterns of his own upon nature through his own
inventions. Not only is man unable to distinguish a given reality
from his own comstructions, bul even to think of trying to do so, is to
fall from the pure ideal of secience as complete technological contreol
of naturt"%z What Torrance means by irrationality is defined as the
"ultimately irrational failure to distinguish the objective reality from
the subjective states of our own consciousness, or to distinguish what

wi3 In practice, this means for

is not ourselves from ourselves.
Torrance that, "I cognise this table and typewriter truly when I let
myself be compelled by what is there, and think accordingly. VWhen I

think thus under the compulsion of the faets I am rational, but I am

irrational/
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irrational when I think that the table is & car and the typewriter is

a steering-wheel".lh Torrance, in these examples, is referring to a
detachment from reality, specifically in concentration upon the subjeet
himself rather than the object, but what he does not mean is the total
detachment from reality in which there is nothing at all of the objective,
but rather only the situation where there is insufficient of the
objective to be satisfactorye. He talks of "bloated selfhood", and
"undue emphaais"}5 rather than of something totally subjective with no
objective relation at all, Thus Torrance is outlining something of
what is meant by sense two of "irrational" in which there is a departure
from the norm and ideal, though I have already tried to show that
Torrance's account of this departure does not solve the problem as he
requires it to be solved.16 Nevertheless, his account does offer
another example of the distinction between senses one and two of
"irrational®™, in which Torrance's picture of irrationality is that of
sense two, with Torrance's own view that man can be corrected and the
problem solved by the controlling of subjectivity. In contrast, sense
one of "irrationality" would seem tc be incurable along the lines of
Torrance's approach, and it is this realm of insanity which is pointed
to. Torrance only suggests that man is too self=centred, not that he
is totally insane. Cne may argue and gesticulate towards the truth
with the self'=centred person, but one is wasiing one's time in that
direction with the insane,

Not/
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Not all agree, however, that one need dismiss anyone as insane
and we have already discussed one attempt to reduce the sense one of
"irrational"” in the examination of Freudian theory and what exaetly it
has to show about irrational behaviours The argument may be summed up
in that context by reference to P, Alexander's article on "Rational
Behaviour and Psychoanalytic Explanation”, where he expresses the point
as follows:~ "If we say that our irrational behaviour has been shown to
be 'really rational' we allow *rational' to be used only in contrast to
'non-rational's It is not very instructive merely to distinguish our
faintings and unavoidaeble accidents from all the rest of our behaviour,
and to make no further distinctions. In making moral judgements,
asoribing responsibility, assessing intelligence, cleverness, reliability
and a host of other activities it is essential to make fliner distinctions.
Moyeover, the problems in which psychoanalysis originated depend upon
this distinction. The meaning of "rational' in such contexts involves
the contrast with both ‘*irrational' and "non-rational', If this is so,
to assert that our irrational behaviour has been shown to be rational is
to use 'rational' in an unfamiliar and new sense while pretending to use
it in the familiar sense, for it leaves us no behaviour which can be said

A7 I, as has

to be, either consciously or unconsoiously, irrational."
been ahomn, the Freudian theory is unsuccessful if it is claiming to make
"rational" what is "irrational" because of a subtle yet real shift in
the meaning of "rational™ then there is totally irrational action as in
sense one, where no amouvatof causal explanation can make any diff'erence,

but/
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but rather reinforce our attitude of withdrewal of ordinary human and
personal status and rights, in favour of some form of treatment or
internment, rather than argument and reasoning which would still be
appropriate to behaviour and beliefs in sense two of "irrational,

However, even if Freudian theory does not, except by its shortcomings
cast light on irrational behaviour, there is still a movement which
claims to uphold irrationalism. This tends to be associated in the
minds of philosophers with religious theorists or apologists, though,
it is just as relevant in the moral and political realm, What sense
then can be made of thoroughgoing irrationalism as a doctrine?

That there is a doctrine of irrationalism is testified to by
Bambrough, as he examines some of the conflicting views in theology.
He states that, "Neither piety nor unbelief could ever give good grounds
for the irrationalism which inf'ects so many partisans of all parties
in so many theological disputes, Neither in theology nor anywhere
els2 is there any question which is, in.  the parrot=-phrase of the
irrationalist, 'beyond argument'. Wherever there is a question there
is scope for reasoning; wherever there is a dispute, there is something
to be said thet is relevant to the termination of that dispute. There
is always scope for argument wherever there is disagrsamant.“ls Whet
Bambrouvgh is saying of the irrationalist philosophy is that it entails
the setting of a limit to argument and the processes of reasoning.
In other words, it says that this is Sormething which reason cannot

grasp, whiech argument camnnot prove and, which therefore, must be achieved
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accepted, believed, or adopted by some other means. H.A. Hodges,
however, wishes to clafify still further what is meant, Hodges'
concern is in the query he makes, "When pecple raise the bogey of
*irrationalism' or a 'flight from reasen', what do they mean by 'reason’
and why should e be so eager to saf'eguard it?"19 Hodge: goes on to
attempt to answer his own question.

He asks what "irrationalism" means, and whethor what is being
suggested is that discursive reasoning needs to be replaced by something
like "intuition", "feeling", or something similar. Hodges maintains
that this is not the case for he holds that reasoning is not a primary
source of truth, because to reason at all requires the acceptance of
facts and principles. He holds therefore that "will" is prior te
reason and makes it possibles To be "irrational" on Hodges' terms
is to fail to take account of this. But Hodges' dis still in danger
of failing to come to grips with the threat of "irrationalism", as it
exists in at least the minds of Bambrough and Bartley. However,
he also asks whether "irrationalism" means rather that anyone can
believe whatever he likes or chooses, and that all beliefs are accordingly
"arbitrary". This is analysed into two parts. Hodges argues that
people cannot think what they like simply by choice., The possibilities
of choice in this aree are very limited, and particularly so with reference
to consistency on the part of any persons Yet the fact remains that

people do make diff'erent choices, so Hodges asks whether or not there are
criteria/

19, H. Hodges, "Languages, Standpoints, add Attitudes", Riddell
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eriteria by which to judge the correctness or otherwise of these cholces.
He states that unless there is a conception of "reasonable" which can
make some claim to general acceptance, there can be no reasoned judgement
on attitudes, standpeints and beliefs, no normative disecussion of them,
and metaphysics thus reduces to type-psychology.

"Irrationalisn" is then, not merely a putting a stop to argument
by the claim that at such and such a point reason and argument are of neo
use, but seems also to inveolve the threat of arbitrariness in opiniona.zo
The case for "irrationalism" is usually presented, like the case for moral
relativism, by first stressing the extent of the variety and the degree of
difference in opinions which men actually hold, and then showing that no
argument is sufficient to change a man's views or to convince someone
of the truth or falsity of an opinion. Thus reason and argument can
have no part to play, But that is merely one form of the argument, for
within the religious framework, the first premiss is rather the nature
of the subjeet to hande If one is dealing with the ineffable, the
incomprehensible, the totally other, then there is no room and no role
for the effable, comprehensible power of reasoning and argument. This
is, of course, to overstate grossly the fideist view, but it {ypifies,
in the last analysis, the problem as far as the rationalist oritiocs are

concerned./

20e Lecky makes the same point in The History of Rationalism, in his
discussion of Montaigne, "Montaigne, looking with an impartial eye

on the immense variety of opinions that were maintained with oqual

confidence by men of equal ability, and judging all subjects by a
keen, worldly, and somewhat superficial common sense, arrived at the
conclusion that it was hopeless secking tec ascertain what is true;
that such a task trenscended the limits of human power; and that it
wag the part of 2 wise man to remain poised with an indifferent mind
between opposing sects." Vols II, pepe57=8.
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concerned. Bartley's critique of fideism was based on the grounds

that the "tu quogue" provided & "rational excuse"for irrationalism“.21

He views his success as follows "lly argument does not force anyone to be
a rationalist; it only destroys the rational or logical exeuse for heing
an irrationalist“.22 This is certainly the cause for unease on the part
of rationalistic critics: the logical presentation of the irrationalist
view, As has been shown, Bartley's account is not in itself suff'icient
to deal with th: problem, but before attempting to do that, it must be
inquired how this account of '‘irrationalism” can be related to the
different senses of "rational" and "irrational".

“hen Bambrough presents the picture of "irrationalism", he is
referring to sense one of "irrational", whiie hodges seems nesrer to
sense two, To of'fer a philosophy in sense one of "irrationalism" is
to attempt to say that there is no scope for reasoning at all.

Apgument, discussion, and reasoning in all and every form are inappropriate
because they are useless. This kind of irrationalist if there be such,

is attempting to abandon the practice of argument in itself, perhaps
because he regards reason's powgfﬁ as inadequate to the problem, Of
course, there is a further problém for the irrationalist as was seen in
the Bartley chapter. The question arises whether or not the irrationalist
can even express his irrationalism without cvontradisting himself oy

22

rationally expressing the irrational, So it would seem that the

irrationalist in sense one is not so much the person who eschews reason

but/

21, See above, Chapter Two, Depell
22, Qepe326.
23. See above, Chapter Two, pepe {3
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but one who cannot even use language and be irrational in sense one.

If a person is unable to rscognise the impllicit reasoning in langusge,
then the epithet of “rational" may be withdrawn from him. Cense two of
"irrationalism" is rather in relation to the fideistic claim that here
igs something special which is beyond or above argumeni. This is not

at all to seek to abandon argument either in every case or even in this
particular case, but rather teo state that when argument and the powers
of reasoning are confronted by this case, they cannot hope to solve it.
It gaems that there are two very different types of problem involved.
Sense one of "rationalism" is an attempt to undermine the whole proocess
of argument and reasoning and to replece it in tote. Collingwood had
something of this in mind in offering his "raison d'etre" for the "Essay
on Metaphysics"e. "Prominent among these is the convietion on the part
of educated persons, includiag both the class of prof'essional thinkers
and the class of persons who, though not thinkers by vocation, are
qualified by training end ineclination to understand what the thinkers
by vocation are doing, that truth is sumpremely worth pursuing and that
scientific thinking must at all costs go on, If this conviction holds,
the epidemic of irrvationalism will be stayed. But if educated persons
commit thoemselves to the view that truth is not worth pursuing and this
is what they do commit themselves to, knowingly or unknowingly, if they
decide that metaphysies is impossible, they will surrender their faith
in science, and thus remove what may prove the cnly serious obstacle to
the overthrow of European civilisation."zh It is this abandonment of the

"pursuit/

2. ReG. Cdlingwood, Lssey on Metaphysics, p.234
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"pursuit of truth" or the belisf in argument and reasoning, that is the
hallmark of "irrationalism" in sense one,

In contrast, "irrationalism" in sense two, is not motivated by the
desire to set aside the normal processes of reasoning but rather to
abandon argunent at a particular point in a particular instance,
"Irrationalisn™ in sense one puts its position beyond argument from the
very start, while "irrationalism" in sense two secks to put its position
beyond argument only at the point at which argument is of no further
avail, because of the nature of the subject-matter under question. What
is important here is whether or not the claim for special privilege oan
be made good for this particular subjeot-matter over and against the
usual processess of reasons The "irraticnalist" in sense two, rather
than set aside all forms of reasoning, would of'fer a new sort of account
of what form of reasoning would be appropriate, though this would be
different in nature from the normally accepted modes of reasoning.

The tyve of situation where one might label the other as "irrationalist"
in sense two is seen in the common occurence of two different
interpretations,e.g., "To one who is a christian, his own interpretations
are bound to seem the natural and obvious ones, and the others will
appear f'orced and unreasonable; while to one who is not a christian the
reverse will appeer to b the ocase,. For this reason, argument hetween
adherents of such confliocting systems is usually a mere beating of the
air, Each participant remains at the end where he was at the boeginning,
5

2
only marvelling at the unreasonableness of his opponent".”

Perhaps/

25« He Hodges, ibid pep«57-8
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Perhaps the best example of the difference between senses one
and two of "irrationalism" may be seen from Gardiner's article on
"Irrationalism“.26 "It might be said for instance, that to desciibe
2 writer as an irrationalist is to speak of him as denying the authority
of reason, But how is the notion of 'reascn' itself to bs understood
and in what respects is its authority supposed to be flouted? It would
scareely be sufficient to reply that denial of reason consists in
illoglecality or conf'usion of thought, or that it manifests itself in a
tendency to arrive at unaccepted conclusions; for this could apply to
the werk of many thinkers to whom the label 'irrationalist®' is clearly
inapplicable.ee.s It is only insofar as he maintains some specifiec
dootrine concerning such things as the stalus and role of reason, or
the relevence of rational standards within various domains of experience
or inquiry that he can be called an irrationalist .... Attention is
focused not on an unwitting failure to conform to norms of generally
recognised validity, but on the explicit repudiation, or puitting inte
question of such nomms in the light of certain considerations or in
relation to certain oontaxts."27 fhere Gardiner needs to go further
is in the realisation that opponents do term as "irrational®” those
whese views are marked by illogicality, confusion of thought and
unacceptable claims, and also that "lrrational" in sense one is not so
much the explieit repudiation of the norms only in regard to certain

contexts, but in regard to every and all situations,

Given/

26. Gardiner, "Irrationalism" Encyclopaedia of Philosophy, Volek.p.213.

27« Gardiner, ibid, 0.213.
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Given that one is conl'ronted with two different senses of "irrationalism"
what sense can be made ol them in and of themselves, and what approach may
be adoptea to deal with them? DBartley holds that it is still possible to
be an "irrationalist" in sense one, as is seen, where he states, “Anyone
who wishes or who is personally aoble to do so, may remain an irrationaliste.
And it may be difiicult indeed %o argue wilh any such person, for he will
have abandoned argument. No one, f'or instance, can expect to convince
a neurotic that he is ill il he cannot or wiil not accept the diagnosise
A person who fervently believes that ocne is equal to zero need never
aamit that two and two equal f'oure OUne cannoi easily convince a man
like Hitler that murder is wronge 4nd one hardly knows where to begin
arguing with a person like the Anglicen Canon who announced in 1958
that mental patients ere not ill but ere really possessed by evil spirits."za

bartley is wrong on two countse The first is that he has failed to
distinguish between "irrationali” in senses one and two, with reference to
the different kinds of cases he ofl'ers. The contention is that the
neurotic, the believer in one's equality with zero, and Hitler and those
like him are "irrational" in sense onej +the sense in which it would be
wished +to withdraw from them the rights to which they are entitled as
human beings, because oif their inability to relate properly to the world
as a whole, and to the processes of reasoning in particular. There is
no place for argument with them. But the Anglican clergyman is not
“irrvational” in the sauwe way but in sense iwo, Bartley is surely in
error when he suggests that we do not know where to begin argument with the
Canon. One would ask the canon in what way being ill diff'ered from being

possessed/

28, QopcP.326"'70
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possessed by evil spirits, VWhy he believed that in mental illness it

was evil spirits who were involved? One could imagine tests of exorcism.
Laying on of hands, and the evaluation of the evidence in favour of his
view both historically and anthropologiéally, as well as from experiential
work in specific instances, A% the end of all this, of course, neither
the canon nor his opponent might have succeeded in convineing the other,
but they would agree hopefully, that there was at least scope for
presenting the diff'erences of view and for the deseription of the views,
and perhaps even for testing the view for final confirmation or
disconfirmation. But they do at lesst know how to beqin the argument,

if they do not imnow necessarily how to conclude it, But Bartley's

other error is more relevant to sense one of "irrationmal", It is not

so magh that it is "difficult" to argue with an upholder of "“irrationalism"
in sense one; rather it is impossible, This is why it is so important
40 stress the difference with the case of the canon, where argument is
appropriate, and obvious, rather than the situation where there is
nothing that can bhe said.

"Persistence in contradiotion is the death of rational discussion
and invastigation“.29 A, MacIntyre makes & similar point that, "The
difficulty with all irrationelism is that the abandonment of the
eriterian of rationality leaves us defenceless before the most morally
outrageous appesls to emotion”.so

The/

29, P, Nidditeh, "The Intellectual Virtues", Inaugural Lecture,
University of Sheifield, 1970.
30. A, MeIntyre, "Myth", Encyolopasedia of Philos » Vole5, pel37.
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The "irrationalist™ in sense cne is not even able to state his
position without contradiction, One cannot rationally give an account
of one's irrationality, withoul in some sense suggesting thai irrationality
is itself rationsl., The parallsl problem is the attemplt by logic to
prove that logle is inappropriate. There can be no rational mode of
presentation of the thesis of irrationalism in sense one wilhout the
very crisis of integrity, which Bartley desoribes as the uark of the
rationalist, The irrationalist cainnot use language, stale in statements,
make propositions, move from premiss tc conclusion without contradiofing
the very position he seeks to uphold. In what sense can he or we even
form the notion of "upholding his "irrationaliasm”? The "irrationalist"
in sense cne, is unable to communicate his irrationalism and its nature
to anyone olse sspecially in the form of persuasion or argument without
failing to be properly irretional. The irrationalist must be ultinately
reduced to silence or gibberishe Ouch an irrationalist is not to be
arguad with, for he cannot be, rather he 1s to be treated or locked up.

In contrast with the failure of the doctrine of "irrationalism"
in sense one, there is the example of the Anglican canon, who, while not
on the same par as the neurolic, most certainly has sirange views for
twentieth century wan, as is proved by Bartley's faulty use of him as
an exanple. The Anglican canon offers an exauple of "irrationalism"
in sense two, Ceriainly he appears {o be departing from the generally
accepted norms of reasoning and argument, His view is out of step with
that of modern man, but it is not the case that he ean say nothing in

defence or support of his view. There is a whole host of manoeuvres

open/
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open to the canon in seeking to prove his thesis as to the role of evil
spirits, and it may well be that at the end of such manceuvres, he will
come to say that reason can take you no further here, but one requires
faith, or one mere¢ly intuits, or one leaps. There is room within his
position for argument, the use of criticsl techniques,- &nd the
deseription and oroclamation ol his view. There may be &« limitation
set on the power of reasoning and the place of argument in such
presentation, but there is no denial of its, at least limited c¢fficaay
in other areas, and even in this particular context. The case in mind
would be for example, "There is no ground for objeeting tc solving a
problem by non-raticnal methods 1i' no others gre avellable, and if some
choice has to be made.....“jz
Iff it has been established that there are two €ifferent senses of
"irrational" and thal one of lhese refers to our basic capuclity to be
congidered a person, while the other is related to pariicular contexts,
and that one cannot argue without total centradiction for ithe positien
of "irrationalism” in sense one, while one may uphold "irrationalism"
in sense two, one is still left with the problem of how le¢ deal with
such views. Such dealing cannot be separated from a clear picture of
"rational" in sense two, and so it 18 necessary in tine to offler an
account of what is involved in rational disoussion and argumernt,
particularly between those who uphold radicelly differing views, and
therefore, what is involved in the changing of such views, the justific-
iation of opinions, and ths effect thal attack and deflence of our views

ought to have and do2s have,

31, See above, Chapter Two, pepe3?Z

32, To Penelhum, Religion and Rationality, p.214.



3+ Persons, Belief's and Theories

An attempt has been made to derive a basic distinction between two
senses of "rational" and "irrational", to clarify what is involved in
asoriptions of rationality or irrationality to a particular person or
belief, and accordingly, how such & person, or belief ought to be approached.
W. Kneale expresses the distinotion with reference to the English language,
when he states in "Objectivity in Morals", "For when in English we say
that a man is reasonable, we mean not only that he is capable of reasoning,

but also that he is willing to consider reasons for modifying his own

praforenoes”.1 Sense one of "rationality" refers to the "capacity of
reasoning”, while sense two is related to the willingness "to consider
reasons for modifying" one's own preferences". Having derived this
distinction, it will be related to modern views as to the nature of
realify, reason, intelligibility, and some of the limitations upon these
features. These different areas will be examined in two spheres:

the relation to persons, and the relation to belief's, theories, opinions
and views, The epithets "rational”, "reasonable" and "reasoning" refer
to both the parsoﬁal nature of the individual and his actions, as well
as to the specific content of his outlook, in other words, to his belief
and opinions themselvea.2 To avoid confusion, these will be separated
in sorder to clarify the relation of "rational" in senses one and two
in turn to both.

The/

l., W. Kneale, "Objectivity in Morals", Sellars and Hospers (eds)
Readings in Bthical Theory, p. 692

2., Alexander attempts to gake this distinction, or one very like it, with
reference to rational beliefs and rational behaviour. "It may be rational
or irrational to hold a given belief but given that I hold it, I may act
rationally or irrationally on its basis. If I firmly believe, falsely
and on insufficient evidence, that my neighbour is planning to poison
me, that is irrational. But it is rational, given my firm belief, to
avoid drinking tea in his house and to instmuot my wife not to leave
him alone in our kitchen", "RationaliBehaviour and Psychommalytic
Explanation", p.328.



310

The term "rationality"” is used with reference to persons in a
variety of ways in modern literature, Some of these ways will be
examined in relation to the emphasis on 2 person's capachties iilsg of
roasoﬁing, then attention turned to the relation of "rationality" go
belief, and opinion, - Finally in this seotion, we w313 ttont salbe
emphasis oa the humenity involved in the rational person in relation to,
particularly, & moral outlook.

Je. Bennett envisages the problem of clarifying what rationality is
with reference to the belief that humans are rutional.3 He links this
initially with the difference between the level of intellectual ability
of humans and that of animals, or as he calls them, "other errestiial
creatures”. He states that, "It is commonly believed that this
diff'erence is in some important way one of kind rather than of degree;
that between a genius and a stupid man there is a smooth slide while
between a stupid man and an ape there is a sharp drop, not just in the
sense that there are no creatures intellectually half'-way between apes
and stupid men, but in the sense that there could not be such oruaturaa“.h
On his own admission, he is not at paine to draw all the nature of
rationality but is concentrating on those features which clearly separate
man from animals. Bennett says, "I merely restrict my attention to the
oeriteria which underlie our everyday belief that human beings indulge in
reasoning prneséscs like honey-bees and earthworms do not, or = what may
be the same belief - that humans are rational while honey~bees and earthworms
are not. These criteria are plainly behavioural in nature, and involve

no/

3+« J. Bennett, Rationality.
ke Bennett, ibid, pepek~
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no Cariesian speculations about private mental states. Even where the
notion of privacy seems least problematical, namely in the case of
oneself, one's claim to be rational or to have thought = processes is
in the last resort answerable to behavioﬁral critaria".5

Bennett's method is to imagine that one particuler example of
"lower" life becomes rational and to inquire what it is that allows
us to bridge the gap between man and creature. He desoribes this as
follows, "My assumption here and throughout the present work is traet
there could be rational bees, or little buzzing animals whose use of a
basically apian repedoire of physical movements compelled us to regard
them as rational; and I wish to know what we are saying when we deny

6 He therefore seeks to

that aectual honey=bees are of this kind".
analyse "beds-talk" in particular in the phenomenon of vee~dances to
inquire at what point we would reckon this form of communication, given
that it is a form of communication, to be the result of rational
creatures. The conclusions of this analysis come to rest on the capacity
to express dated and universal judgements. Why these are important for
rationality is seen whe# he writes "This is what generalising and talking
about the past have in common: they are both departures from that which
is present and particular., This common feature is what links them with
rationality. The idea of rationality is that of the ability, given
certain present and particular data, to unite or relate them with other

data in certain appropriate ways. This is the Kantian idea of concepts

as/

5. Bennett, ibid. p.p.lo-ll.
6. Bennett, ibid, p.ll.
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as unifiers, binders-together, creators of a multum in parve. For there

to be a "multum" we must at one time intellectually possess more particular
data than are present to one at that time, and for it to be "in parvo"

one must have rules or universal statements under which the particular

data of which one is possessed can be subsumed. Thus: dated judgements
and universal Judgementa“.? To have any chance of satisfying the

conditions for rationality, Bennett felt that it was necessary to concentrate
the linguistic context for "only linguistic behaviour can be appropriate

or inappropriate to that which is not both particular and prsaent".a
Bennett's point is that to possess & language is not in itself sufficient

for rationality. That is merely the necessary ground for rationality.
Rather, as a result of analysis of bee-language, Bennett concludes that,
"The expression of dated and universal judgement is both necessary and
sufficient for rationality ...."9

Bennett's claim that the central notion of rationality is bound up
with a particular intellectual capacity, that of the ability to express
dated and universal judgements, may be seen as relating to senseone of
"rationality". His concern is to differentiate absolutely between man
and other creatures in relation to intellectual capacity and to examine,
what he holds to be, the correet belief that man is superior, This is
tantamount to stating that anything or anyone who fails to achieve this
standard of expression of dated and universal judgements and statements

is unable to be human, i.e. is not rational. Such a failure of the

capaocity/

7. Bennett, ibid, pe85
8. Bennett, ibid, pap.86~7
9« Bennett, ibid, p.9%
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capacity to make universal and dated judgement relates to the inability
to go beyond one's present experience in either relating it to past
experiences or in using it to assist in future experiences. This is
exactly the type of dislocation which is common among the mentally=-ill
in their failure to relate properly to their time sequence of events and
experiences, and likewlse thelr failure to put each particular experience
in an appropriate context. But Bennett's point is simply relevant to
sense one of "rationality", and not therefore useful in casiing light
upon the more problematic sense two of "rational”. Bennett himself
helps make this distinction of relevance for it is Bemnett who argues
that we can allow rationality for bees and not the bees themselves who
so argue. There are tried and tested means of discovering whether or
not a person im insane and certainly part and parcel of that is the way
that they cope with universal and dated judgements, but the problem is
more severe when we are confronted by someone who has these capacities,
but is propounding a view which is to the mjority of people "nonsense",
or which is apparently based on what is not normally accounted as evidsnoce;
yet this same person argues for and behaves in light of their belief.
When their rationality is questioned it is rather in sense twno that such
a questioning is meant to be understood.

Torrance's account of rationality, as has already been outlined,
is that, "To be rational, therefore, means to behave not in terms of our
own nature, but in terms of our knowledge of the world outside of us,

of things and persons, in accordance with their own naturua“.lo This
is/

10. MM.p.232; 'I’.p.p.l()ﬁ-?.



31k

is otherwise expressed as the need to learn to distinguish what we know
from our subjective states and conditions. "This is one way to state
the basic secientific principle of gbjectivity, but it is only an extension
of our fundamental mode of rationality. We are rational when we aet in
acgordance with the nature of the object“.ll This objectivity means that
"You know something only in accordance with iis nature, and you develop
your knowledge of it as you allow its nature to preseribe for you the mode
of rationality appropriate to it. That is the kind of objectivity we
adopt in all rational behaviour whatsoever.“l2

There has already been examination of Torrance's view but what is
seen in his description of the personal aspect of rationality, that is
our ability to behave in terms of other things apart from ourselves
according to their nature, is that this doctrine apparently does not fit
into the classification of "rational" in two senses. Yet what Torrance
is saying, is, on my view, obscured by the failure to make just the
distinotion I attempt to outline, for Torrance talks freely of irrationslity,lj

a9 and the need for spiritual payohiatry-ls

bloated aubjeotivity,lh autism,
The force of these notions rests on the confusion between semses one

and two of "rational", for when ‘orrance complains of the faults of
modern theology he does not literally mean to suggest that his fellow=-
theologians,; who disagree with him, are insane, though it must be noted,
that this is the implication at least in the piritual realm on a literal

interpretation./

1l. S.pop-115~6.

12, S-p.p.52-3,1lh.; MM.p.232.

13, M.p.p.69,251,279~1; SOPOPOVH’L"B'%,].BSO
JJ.'.. S.p.p.vii-viii-

15, lﬂl.p.p.251,259; S.p.p.h.2,68.

16. R.C.p.viii, footnote.



interpretation. lis claim is surely rather that they are guilty of
improper thinking and that the nature of this improper thinking is the
failure to distinguish adequately the subjective from the objective factors.
This is, as it were the key to the whole matter. It is not that they
fail completely to distinguish any objective factors from the host of
subjective impressions to the extent of "living in a world of their own"
but, in Torrance's eyes, they do not have the proper balance between the
two aspeets of the subjective and the objective, and this imbalance tends
to be slanted towards a concentration upon the subjective nature of
knowledge, thus belittling the objective aspect of all knowing. It is
in sense two of "rational" and "irrationsl" that Torrence is stressing the
importance of being true to the nature of the object, and not in semse
one, though this is the prima facie reading from the words themselves.
Bartley's view of rationality as it relates to persons has already
as with Torrance's view, been outlined. While Bemnett was csoncerned
to stress the crucial nature of a particular linguistic capacity, and
Torrance to stress the need for a proper relation of subjectivity and
objectivity, Bartley, as it were, provides one of the possible means
for the exercise of such a proper relation by the use of critical
techniques. His initial definition of "rationalism" was that, "the
term may also be used to refer, in the most general way, to the tradition
whose members are dedicated to the task of trying to learn more about
the world through the prective of eritical srgument,” *“The problem as
Bartley/

16A. See above Dl
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Bartley sees it, is expressed by Kekes:- "Can ratinnalism be defended

in a rational w&y?".17

Bartley analyses this problem into the logiecal
limits of rationality, and analyses the rationalist orisis of integrity
today in relation to the inability to justifly the adoption of rationalism
in itself.

Bartley's problem of being rational sbout one's rationalism and
his psychological description of the crisis of integrity derived what
impact it has because of a slide between the two senses of "rational".
To demand that one be rationalsbout one's rationalism is parallel to
the demand to be logical about one's logic, and moral about one's
morality. One cannot dismiss logic by means of logical procedures,
nor can one ratiorally argue for the replacement of rationality
altogetherqls What these refer to is sense one of "rational", that
in which it is a basic feature of mankind, ons part of that by which
man is defined as man, One is confronted with the dilemma of what else
one can do but be logical, moral, or rational? We are logical, ratlonal,
and moral, and these in some basic human sense, in as much as we do human
things, that is to say, in that we reason things out, relate effectively
to the world, and are concerned about other people, To imagine that
we can be different is a vexry different thing from the attempt to use

any ol thes2 basic itraits to disprove themselves. Winch sums up the

point./

17+ Je Kekes, "Watkins on Rationalism", Philosophy, Vole XLVI,No.175,p.52
S. Richmond, "Can a Rationalist be Rational about His Rationalism?,
Philosophy, Vol.XILVI, No. 175, "A rationalist can only be inconsistent
if he is not rational about what can logically be rational", p.54.

18, ©Seoe above Chapter Two, p.pe™1¢
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point. "Rationality is not just a concept in a language like any

other; it is this too, for like any other concept it must be circumscribed
by an established use: a use, that is, established in the language.cesss
It is a concept necessary to the existence of any languzge: to say of a
society that it has a language is also to say that it has a concept of
rationality.sessfhere there is language it must make a dif'f'erence what

is said and this is only possible where the saying of one thing rules

out, on pain of failure to communicate, the saying of something elsa."19
This level of rationality is, of course, & very basic cne, and refers to
"rational" in sense one.

But at the same time Bartley is suggesting that we do experience
what appears to be a choosing of rational procedures, and that this
involves crises of integrity and identity. And he is correct, but
only with reference to "rational" in sense twoe When there is talk of
choosing & standard of rationality, we are referring to the problem of
differing standards and viewpoints, and the fact that diff'erent people,
or more clearly, groups of people, have at different times adopted not
only different, but contradioctory standards of what is rational, and
desoriptions of rational behaviour. This is true, but when we draw
attention to this phenomenon we are not claiming that one group is insane
while the other perfectly normal, but rather seeking to discover how
to approach rationality within a particular context. This is sense

two of "rational" which is self'=ascriptive and relates to discussion

and/

19« P. Winch, "Understanding a Primitive Society". B. Wilson (ed.)
Rationality, p.99
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and argument on the basis of different views.zo Bartley fails to
separate these two senses and therefore makes capital out of the
confusion, to make the problem seem far worse and more severe tham in
reality it is, He relates the choice of raiionality to authority and
the problem is then why we should adopt the authority of reason over
and against other claims to authority. Bartley's cure is that of
Comprehensively Critical Rationalism. "A comprehensively critical
rationalist, like other men, holds countless unexamined presuppositions
and assumptions, many of which may be false., His rationality consists
in his willingness to submit these to critical ccnsiderstion when he
discovers them or when they are pointed out to hims When onc belief
is subjected to criticism, many others have tc be taken for granted =
including those with which the criticism is being carried out. The
latter are used as the basis of criticism, not because they are
themselves Justified or beyond eoriticism, but because they are unprob=-
tlematical at present: we possess no criticism of them. For the time
being these are, in that sense alone, beyond criticism. And one belief
that is nearly always takem ['6r granted when one or ancther belief is
being oriticised is the belief in criticism itself".21 ihat is involved
in this criticism is, of course, an attempt at falsification, but Bartley's

thesis is in close relation to Popper's doctrine, which is even more

explicite/

20e ReCe Franklin maekes a similar point in "Can Philosophers Reach
the Truth"? Ina al Leocture, Universi:y of New England, 1968,p.8.
"What philosophers have in commols is that they are prepared to
stand or fall by the soundness of the arguments they produce. A
philosopher may indeed employ s reason to ask what the limits of
reason are, and may even, in religious contexts, claim like Kant
that he has to 'destroy knowledge' in order to make room for faith'
But he still aims at a rational destruction of knowledge: or , to use
a less suicidel metaphor, at & rational explenation of the bounds of
human reason", (1. Critigue of Pure Reason, B.ixxx.)

2ls ReCe pepel5l=-2; K, Popper, "Back to the Pre-Socratics", Proceedings
of the Artistotelian Society, Vol. LIX, 1958=9, pepel=2i.
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explicit. Popper suggests, "assume that we have deliberately made

it our task to live in this unknown world of ours: to adjust ourselves
to it as well as we canj....and to explain it, if possible (we need not
assume that it is) and as far as possible, with help of laws and explan-

tatory theories. If we have made this our task, then there is no more

rational procedure than the method of ... gonjecture and refutation:

of boldly proposing theories; of trying our best to show that these
are erroneous, and of accepting them tentatively if our oritical efforts
are unaucoosaful”.22

The view of rationality is in essence aligned with a view of what
it is to be scientific. This involves a belief in oneself and one's
capacity to reason correctly, to be able to disprove something, and to
be able to act accordingly and constantly correct what one believes
and the way that one thinks. I have already examined some of the
questions that this raises in detail, But the general philosophy
behind the position is worth drawing attention to. J. Agassi, in a
discussion of whether religion can go beyond reason, isolates the
attitude as follows: "It is this attitude which we call variously reason,
soience,humanistic agnosticism, mature self-reliance, rational respons-
:ibility. This attitude embodies a certain contempt ftowards those who
rely on people whom they cannot or would not question (priests or party

leaders) or on ideas they cannot or would not presant and exanine

eritically (the catechism or party-line).
Is/

22+ K. Popper, Conjecture and Refutstion, vn.51
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Is this self-reliance rationality? Or is it empirical seoience?
It is hard to tell."23

Bartley' and Popper's concern is not with "rational" in sense one,
but with sense two. They are more than aware of the problem of
divergent beliefs and cpinions and are o.fering one partlicular mode of
dealing with the problem by criticism. It was shown that this runs
into major problems, though it does offer interesiing insight into the
crucial role which oriticism must play in relation to sense two of
"rational", and the approach that must follow in discussion and argument
between those who are concerned with a particular belief either as
believers or doubters. In this section a devebpment has been shown
in theories of rationality‘; propos persons from & general linguistic
cepacity to a means of dealing with beliefs and a style of argument,
An outline has been given of the relation of the basic senses of
retionality as they welate to these views, but there are also certain
wodern views derived mostly from sociology and perhaps sychology, which
need to be taken account ofe Je Rawls gives a definition of "rational"
which will allow the correoction of the views exempliflied by I. Jarvie
and P, Winch. Rawls writes that, "These persons are rational: They
know their own interests more or less accurately; +they ere capable of
tracing out the likely conseqguences of adopting one practice rather than

another; they are capable of adhering to & course of action once they

have/

23. J. Agassi, "Can Religion Co Beyond Reason?" Zygon, Volek., No.2.,
1969 s Pel33.
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have decided upon it; they can resist present temptations and the
enticemonts of immediate gain....“zk What Jarvie takes as the crucial
factor in this kind of view of a rational person is expressed as
follows: "We all aedept that rational action is action direoted to an
end... Objectively speaking, however, we can say that some acotions are
more likely to realize their end than are others. Thus we might say
that, given the knowledge and belief of the action, he acts the more
rationally the better suited, from an objective point of view, are his
moans to the realization of his #ims.“25 He puts his own position
even more directly in a perenthesis: "For my part I accept the idea of
goal-directedness as the (my emphasis) eriteria of rationality".26
Jarvie's view begins to slide over into P, Winch's when in
discussing megie with Agassi, they state, "By definition, a rational
action is one based on = agailnst other factors - the aetion's goals or

w27 For what is neant by

aims, his present knowledge and beliefs.
talking of the srucial part of goal-directlon in relation to rationality
needs to be made more explicit by rsference to the process of determining
whether or not an action is goal-directed and why this is important.

As Lukes suggests, "the fundamental meaning of rationalily is essentially

is ossentially linked to the phenomenon of systematio, expliocit reasnning“zs

and/

244 Je Rawls, "Justice as “alrness". Philosophical Review, IXVII, 1958
p.l?O.

25, I, Jarvie, "Explaining Cargo Cults", B, Wilson (ed.) Rationality,p.59

26. Jarvie, ibid, pepes5l=2; S. Lukes, "Some Problems of Rationality",

" B, Wilson(sd,) pe208; P. Alexander, "Rational Bechaviour and

Psychoanalytic Explanation", pepe330=le

27. Jarvie and Agessi, "The Problem of the Rationality of Magle", B.
Wilson (ed.) Rationality, pe179

28+ Lukes ibid, p.l97 footnote.
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and this is exactly the theme which Peter Winch takes up in linking

the aim of' an action or belief with the context of that action. "The

forms in which rationality expresses itself in the culture of a human

society cannot be elucidated simply in terms of the logical coherence

of the rules according to which activities are cerried out in that society.

For, as we have seen, there comes & point where we ars not even in a

position to determine what isemd what is not coherent in such & context

of rules, without raising questions ebout the point which f'ollowing

those rules has in the society".29
From these two sociological positions we see two further emphases

in nodern theory of rationality: that of goel directedness in behaviour

and that of contexi-dependent explanation, These two criteria are

subject to confusion hecause both are on the same sort of sliding scale

which has been shown in the discussion of the two senses of "irrational®,

If confronted with behaviour which is direeted to no goal at all - even

in the most sxtended sense of "gozl" and therefore one is unable teo

derive any explanation whether within a smell context or in the broadest

terms, one is dealing with action in relation to sense one of "rational"

/Mirrational”, where the withdrewal of rights and priveleges of humans

is concermed. But when confronted with behaviour whish follows pesuliar

directions and is explicable only by reference to irregular and peculiar

beliefs, one is still entitled to questiom the "rationality" of such

actions and those who indulge in it. But if they offer explanation

and argument or try to, this is not confrontation by insane people, but

rather/

29. P, Winch, "Understanding a Primitive Society", pep.93-4; Lukes,
ibid, p.pe 200-6, Both in B. “ilson (ed.) Rationality.
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rather with the problem of coping with sense two of "rational", and
that method is still to be fully delineated.

I have shown the relevance of cur distinction of the two senses
of "rational” with reference to the modern views of "rationality" as
they refer particularly to persons, and it has been seen that in each
case the distinction clarifies at what level the writer is operating,
and therefore, how to understand the implications of the worke The
relation of "rational"” to belief is now examined with the awareness that (hee
is not an abselute gap between these aspects ol personal behaviour and
beliefs@ne also needs to be awere of the nced for clarity in writing

and the' W&y in which the shift from the ascription of "rational" to people

from "belief" has been made.

When there is the application of the epithet "rational” to a person
it usually relates to their behavicur and actions. When this is the
case it is because the action or behaviour is obviously appropriate, or,
to express it slightly dif'ferently, it is goal-directed. By this is
meant that any action or piece of behaviour can be seen to it into a
pattern which is discernible and which has some uliimate aim which is
acceptable in the sense that the point of such a goal and action towards
it may be appreciated, if not necessarily endorsed for oneself. A
person is "rational" then if he ects in a "rational’ or appropriate,
or goal-direored fashiome. Dut a perscn is also "rational” if his beliefs
are "rational” onmes. The application of "rational” to particular beliefs
seams to rest on whether or not the belief satisfies a standard of
reasonableness, whether it is based on good evidence, whether it is

widely held, based on common sense, on [acts, or on scientif'ic grounds.

Both/



Both these general areas of beliel and action are, of course, closely
related to persons and what they do, but they sre also bound together

in relation to rationality by the fact that both require justification
if they are to be called "rational”. When an action or belisf is called
"rational™, then it is possible tc give an account of, on the cne hand,
the goal tc which the ection is directed and how ihig action will achieve
that goal, and on the other hand, the reasons for & belief, its basis,
the evidence for, and the difference it makes when believed. These
procedures are relevant to sense twe of "rationsl" in particular and

it is within & particular context that most justif'ication will take
place by reference to other leatures of the citualions Thus behaviour
and asction are linked together by the epithet "raticmal", by their
reference to justificaticn to show wither the goal-directed nature of
the action, or the evidence and ground for & beliel,

This justification at level two, relates to what is generally
accepted and ithereiore, the necessity oi making & case for any departure
{rom such & morms Thic analysis oi Jjustiiication will recur in the
examination of' the various limits of rationslityéo But il wey also
be noted that in the same way as "rational" may be applied to beliefs,
agtions, and persons according to the jws tificaiion of'iered, so
"irrationsal" may be applied by the failure to off'er adequate justifiocation,

{here will be flexibility us to what constitutes "adequacy', but this
will depend on the context. This will only slide intc sense one of
"irrational", when there is the total disregarding of all justification

by/

30s 8ee Chapter Fouwr, Section Two, "The Situational Limits'.
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by the failure to discern the necessity for such justification, and
the eschewing o' goals, aims, evidence, and all that is involved in
Justification.

In light of the relevance of the distingtion between the senses of
"pational" and "irrational” with reference to rationaliiy in relation
to persons and belief's, there is one further aspect of personal quality
{0 be considered in the ascripiion of "rationality". When Bennett's
view of man's separation {rom enimals was earlier outlined, the stress
was on the linguistic aapacts,31 but there is also an evalustive flavour
to much writing concerning rationality in moral philosophy, which is
again linked (o the separation of man from animale Man iz cslled a
rational animal in contradistineticn from animals qua animals, who are
not rationale In light of modern discoveries of the linguistic
gapagities of dolphins and such like, the emnphasis on man'’s rationality
is seen nol so much in terms of linguistics or even reasoning, but in
terms of' other human qpulitiag. This is Vrue more especially when one
considers the rationality o. computers, and machines in generales On
the basis of reasciing capacity these are often far superior to man in
the exercising of such inductive, or deductive powers regardless of
whether or noi they req.ire %o be first programmed, 3ut what is still
a very good reason for the separation of man from compuiers, as well as
man f'rom animals, is man's love of justice, and his moral belief that
disputes ought to be settled by argument rather than forece. This is
an evaluatlive judgement, and bespsaks & whole range of moral qualities
which relate to man's humanity, such as sympathy, kindaness, fair play,

honesty/

31, See above p.p.hflf¥:
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honesty end all the truly human {raits. This 1s coming near to the
esuggestion thet retionality is somehow related to moral prineciples, and
Wernook mekes this very pointy "If one msks of whom the law, of say
Frence applies, one good way, I suppose of understanding the question
would be to take it us asking who is liable under French law, or whe

can properly be required to oomﬁly with its provisions; similurly in
asking to whom moral principles epply, the quesiion may Le who is liable
to be morally 'judged' (in this case, of course, either by hiumself or
others), or who can properly be required in some sense to comply with
moral principles. The unsurprising answer (o this question that was

32

briefly suggested earlier was: rational beings". He suggests that

it is correct to {talk of rational beings rather than merely "people"

or "human", to seperate out the non-biological elements involvede The
actual definition of rationality which Warnock seems to have in mind
relates very closely lo the sort of plcture of rationality which has

been drawn especially in relation to sense one of "rationel"., He defines
what it is to be a rational being as follows,"” ... that one is able to
achieve some understanding of ths situations in which one may be placed,
to envisage alternative oourses of agtion in those situations, to grasp
and welgh considerations for or against these alternatlives, and to act

33

accordaingly".

32e Ge Warnock, The Object of Moralily, pe.li43; 4. Farrer, "A
Starting-Point for the Philosophical Examination of Theological
Belief”, B, Mitchell (ed.) Faith and Logio; H. Feigl, "Validation
and Vindication: An Analysis of the Nature and the Limits of Ethiocal
Arguments", Sellers and Hospers (eds.) Readings in Ethical Theory.

33. Warnock, ibid, p.lik
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acoordingly".jj This is very near to the sense one of "rational"
already outlined, and it shows again that when there is talk of applying
"rational" to people, there is the need to separate the two levels of
rationality, the one where there is no zrasping of the situation whatever,
- and the other where there is a grasp, but it is peculiar and defended
in an odd way. Warnook's point relates to the Ffact that talk of
rationallty in relation ftc persons and beliefs is tied to humanitarian
ideas and moral qualities, as well as powers of reasoning. One might
add to Warnock's account that Jjustification is very much to the point
here and again the relaticn of ratiomalitly te justification of action
and beliefs in terms of ths situation and aim - sense two of "rational"
- may be seen.

1% ¥ possible, however, to delineate any more clearly what this
moral element expacted ol rational persons is? There are some general
features walch may be included in such an account, such as responsibility,
respact, and love. ihen a young person comes of age, tiere is talk
of him reaching an age of maturity and responsibility. In court, the
debate of'ten centres around whether or not responsibility was impaired.
What is meant by responsibility seems Lo be 1n these senses the capacity
Go maks a rational deeision both in the sense thal one is able to make
up one's cwn mind and that there are no extemal restrictions upon that
freedom, It means that anyone else ol reasonable intelligence put in
the same situation would act more or less in the same waye Respeet

seons,/

33« Varnock, ibid, pelis
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seemg likewise to have some role to play, because when therse is respeot
for & person part of this is the recognition that people .ave the right
to make up their own minds, tane capacity to do sc, and the freedom to
ghoose moral values of their own, even il they dif'ier froa one's owne
There is a limiting case, where the moral valuss are so repugnant that
they must be fought against, but thia is just the point where the withdrawal
of the epithet "ratlonal" comes ine A normal person shows the right
kKind ol respect as well as lhe ability (o discern where respect is no
longer due, and other aciion i1s necessarye These features of
responsibilitly and respect are, il seems closely bound up with
rationslity, and show that morality and reticnalliy both come together,
when persons are deseribed and their ualure invsatigaged.y+

Luaere is a link between rationalily and morality bui it may be
asked wnat the point oif such & link ise FPerhaps Hare suggesis the
sort ol key that is looked fore “Lomelimes instead ol ‘raticnal' we
have other expressicns, such as 'a morally aeveloped or moraily educated
person' or 'a competent and impartial Judge'.”;5 it is in this sense
that morality may be approached as a set of commands which all and every
reasonable man accepis il he has all the negessary informaeiion. In
otner woras, morality is entirely separate [rom all personal predilection,
and is wnal would be accepted by any lupartial spectator, whno nhad the
normal numan capacities ol intelligence and sywpathy, aud who was

presented/

e Rele Downie, Holes and Valuss, peped6,lhJ; See above Chapter Two,
"The Values of the Alternative Theory".
55« Re Hare, Language oi' korals, pe42e
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prasenfed with 2ll the facts. The link then between morality and
rationality and the common notion of "persons", is that of impartiality.
This in turn may be linked with idea of justification in that if there
is to be the abandonment of impartiality and in its place someone or
something is to have a special place, then that exception must be
Justified, argued for; and its ground end evidence shown., These then
are the two key 1deas which may be seen from persons and heliefs in
relation to rationality: specific moral qualitios in rationality, and
the notion of impartiality. Any departure from these standards require
Justification and argument by refsrence to the context, or by reference
to the overzll description of what a man is, appropriata to senses two
and one respeciively.

This distinctive moral flavour has been associatod with traditional
rationalism and its impact on seclety. Rationalism has stood for all
that oppos2s irrationality, ignorance, nrajudioce, and inhumanity. It
has heen instrumental in the development of ocivilisation in racent
ganturies and this may be ssen from th: role that tha values stated have
played in intellaectual, moral, and social advancas and changes. The
point is best stated by Lecky, as he haralds the triuaph of rationalism,
"Certainly, whatevor opinion may be held aconcerning tha gensral tendenoles
of the last three centuries, it is impossible to deny the extraordinary
diffusion of a truthful spirit as manifested both in tha increased

intol®~ance of what is false and in the inecraased suspiclon of what is

false and in the inereased susplcion of what is doubtful., This has
baen one of the general results of advancing ocivilisation to which all

intellectual influences have converged, but the improvement may be said

to/
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to date more especially from the writings of the great secular
philosuphers of' the seventeenih century, These philosophers destroyed
the old modes of' thought, nol by the force oi' direet polemical discussion,
but by introducing a method of inquiry about a standard of excellence
incompatible with theme They taughti men to esteem credulity
disoreditable, to wage an unsparing war against their prejudices, to
distrust the verdictis of the part, and to analyse with cauticis serutiny
the foundation of their belief's They taught them, above all, to
ocultivate that love of truth for its own sake which is perhaps the
highest attribute of humanity; which alone can emancipate the mind
from the countless influences that enthral it, and guide the s teps
through the labyrinth of' human systems; vhich shrinks from the
saorifice of no cherished doctrine, and of no ancient rite; and which,
recognising in itseli the reflex of' the Deity, iinds itself its own
rewsrd.“Js

1t seems that modern thought in ethics in particular lays some
stress on the importance of the rational element in morality and
particularly in relation to impartiality. One again may relate this
along a sliding=scale between senses one and two of "rational” and
“irrational”., If there is & person who is incapable of the partiocular
moral attributes mentioned, e.ge. respsct, responsibility, and love, then
this person deserves (o nave withdrawn from him the right to be treated
as a fully rational person, bul that does not imply that he is morally

irrelevant and can be treated in any way whatsoever. Likewise, the

nan/

36+ We. Lecky, The History of Rationalism, Vole II, pep.401-2,375;

M. Polanyi, "On the Modern Mind", Encounter, May, 1965, Vol.XXI V,
Noe 5. Poljo
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man who is unable ever to be impartial in the sense that he is unable
to separate at all the subjective featurss from the objectiva and fails
to zrasp the need to justify any differences in treatment of similar
gases, becauss he fails to see that there is any Jifferencs; this same
man must be undarstood in sensze one of "rational” and "irrational®,

But when one turns to sense two of these terms, the reference is rather
to particular cases of a breakdown in a spacific instance of what are
normally morally accepted and relavant factors, e.g. respect, responsibe
:11ity, and love, but this is no total setting aside of these factors,
nor iz it done without some ragard for the nead of Impartial Judgement
and that of attempting to justify, or at least, recognisiag the need
for Justificatlion for sush action and haelisf. It Ls rather the realm
of basie moral and religlous diaaéraemant that sensa two refars te in
vartioular ocontsxta.

This has baen an examination of tha relation of the sense of
"rational” and "irrational™ to the baslc relation of ratlonality to
parsons and beliefs as found in nodern literature on this theme. A
wida variety and scops of author has basn drawn on but this L: not %o
take tho plage of original thonught, but rather 4o show the relevance of
much of modern disoussion of rationality to the distinotlion being made
and at the same time to bring unify to that discussion by showing how
these differing accounts nmay be drawn tozether in lightof the distinctien
botween two senses of "rationality". But now the need is to concentrate
on & further aspect of rationality end the philosophy of rationalisme

"Rationel Lam/
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"Rationalism is that system of' philosophical belief which assertis
thet husen reason unaided is competent to attain objective truth".j?
It must be inguired as to whav is the role of the synonym "reason"

in relation to views coif rationalitye

Jle "Rationalism", fncyclopaedia britannica, 1962, p.9Jl
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L. "Reason" and "Reasons",

As consideration is turned to the role of "reason" in relation
to rationality, it is necessary to be aware that remarkable claims have
been made for it, Two examples are offered of the pretenSions which
the rationalist has claimed for the power of "reason". Lecky, in his
"History of Rationalism", describes the spirit of Rationalism as that,
"by which I understand, not any class of definite doctrines or eriticisms,
but rather a certain cast of thought, or bias of reasoning, which has
during the last three centuries gained a marked ascendancy in Burope.”
The effect of this is remarkable: ",.,it leads men on all occasions
to subordinate dogmatic theology to the dictates of reason and of
conscience, and, as a necessary consequence, greatly to restrict its
influence upon life. It predi:poses men, in history to attribute all
kinds of phenomena to natural rather than miraculous causes; in theology,
to esteem succeeding systems the expressions of the wants and aspirations
of that religious senf;hent which is planted in all men; and, in ethics,
to regard as duties only those which conscience reveals to be such" .1
The second example of the role of "reason" comes from a consideration
of Descartes. "The man of mature understanding should, he held, face
the problems of the world and of life for himself, unprejudiced by the
various and conflicting solutions of those problems which have been
handed down to him from past generations. His own reason is adequate
for truth and must seek it alone, without help from unreason" .2

The/

1. Lecky, The History of Rationalism, Vol.2, p.xix.
2+ W.R. Sorley, "Tradition”, The Herbert Spencer Lecture, 1926,p.5.
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The word "reason” is ambiguous. It may refer either to a
capacity or faculty on the part of man, i.e. the capacity to "reason",
or it may refer to the grounds of action, behaviour, or belief., In
the first sense it refers to an intelleotual power of thought or some
sort of normative mental faculty which guides or ought to guide the
other human faculties. This is the power to discern truths about
logical relations and is closely related to the cluster of oconcepts
involved in argument, inference, deduction, and thought, in essence,
any form of linguistic or logical rules and procedures. In contrast,
a "reason" is a faot or circumstance or some statement of these, which
can be presented as a means of justification, proof, disproof,
explanation, response, motive, and other related ideas. These two
concepts are not, of course, unrelated, and the key to their relation .
lies in their normative role in connection with action, BO&1EY says, It is
in the idea that thé fact that p is a reason for or against doing
something (in a broad sense of 'doe’), and in the idea that the fact
that p is somebody's reason for doing something, that we have both
the notion of the faculty of reason and the notion of those faculties
directed by it, the faculties designated by the categories of verbal
nouns ranged over by the variable 'doing something', namely belief,

3

action, and passion", And again on the same page, he states that

"A reason is a fact that bears normatively on what it is a reason for

and can explain someone's 'doing' what it is a reason for 'doing'.“h

In/

3« R. Bdgley, Reason in Theory and Practice, pepel53=4,17-19,37-9;

G+ Warnock, "reason", Encyclopeedia of Philosophy, Vol.7,p.84;

"Reason", The Shorter Oxford English Dictionary.
4. Edgley, ibid, p.l154
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In general, then both the concepts of "reason" are linked by
their relation to the notion o: aetion, behaviour, or belief, In
sense one of "rational", I have outlined the strong sense in which one
cannot depart from the results without becoming less than human. This
holds good for the strong sense of "reason", whether this be with
reference to the faculty or to the ground and application of the faculty
in a particular instance. Again Edgley makes the point "It might be
thought that if reason favours something it is still an open question
whether that thing is to be favoured or preferred; but this would be
to misunderstand the idea of reason“.5 He dismisses such misunderstanding
as due to a "psychological" view of reason. He then shows the close
dependence of this strong sense of "rational" and "reason" on the basic
logical procedures and laws for to appraise an inference as valid is
to accept it, and to appraise it as invalid is to reject it., To judge
a belief as one for which there is a conclusive reason is to accept it,
and to judge it as one against which there is conclusive reason is to
reject it,

Edgley's point is that "reason"” as a faculty, when exercised,
and "reason" as a ground for decision, belief, and action, is not an
arbitrary procedure or ground, but a normative, definitive one. This i>
true with reference to sense one of "rational" and, in parallel fashion,
with sense one of "reason". But the problem in what is suggested is
the problem of deciding whether "reason" favours something or not,

whethex/

5. Edgley, ibid, pe5i=5
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whether in appraising an inference, it is or it is not valid, and what
does and what does not constitute a "conoclusive reason", "Reason" as
a faculty and "reason" as a ground, motive, or explanation, still have
a function to play in these cases, but that function is not so rigid
as in sense one, for the material content of the situation is different.
In a particular setting and with reference to a partioular argument,
two opposing sides may both be using thelr "reason", and in their
reasoning processes propounding "reasons" for their belief, action,

or behavour, and yet they may disagree, It is not the case that they
have conclusive evidence ("reasons") one way or the other, but rather
that they cannot agree as to what constitutes "coneclusiveness", and
what counts as the correct use of their "reason", i.e. their reasoning
faculty, To clarify this point consideration may be given to just
such a disagreement as outlined by John Hicke In presenting his view
of eschatological verification, he desoribes "two men travelling along
a road. One man believes the road leads to & celestial city, the
other that it leads nowhere., Neither is able to see beyond the next
corner at any time, They can and will agree about the nature of the
road as they travel it, but will disagree about the ultimate destination
of it. Their disagreement is enought to justify different attitudes
and policies here and now, though not enough tc justify differences
about the immediate facts. At the end one will turn out to have been

right and the other wrong."6

Setting/
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Ignoring the question of the validity of eschatological verification, the
situation has been outlined of two men who would offer "reasons", both
olaiming to have used their "reason”, but with contrary results and
action., Sense one of "reason" would refer to the faect that they would
agree as to the nature of the road e.ge. that it was flat, made of
granite and asphalt, and was grass-edged, and this they would agree that
all but a mad man would accept. But the disagreement as to the

g ultimate destination of the road is rather in the sphere of what has
been outlined to be sense two of "reason", Both offer alternative
descriptions of the road as it develops around the corner, both are
completely convineed of the reasonableness of their description, and
that the other will be proved wrong when they finally arrive at the
end of the roade In this particular case there seems to be no
conclusive evidence of "reason” to uphold the one view rather than the
other, but that there is still dissension would be shown by the
continuance of dif'ferent life-styles in keeping with one's ultimate
viewa.

One necessary clarification in the concept of a "reason" is to
separate clearly the occasions when we use "reason" in the sense of
cause, It is sometimes said correctly, "The reason why I fainted was
that insufficient blood was getting to my brain"., But this could not
without oddity be rephrased to sugzest, "My reason for fainting was
that insufficient blood was getting to my brain"., In the case of
fainting and similar reflex actions, there is not a sequence of
discovering the physiological facts involved and then following the

appropriate action. This causal notion of "reason" may be comparsd

with/
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with the statements, "The reason why I went to Easter Road on Saturday
was that I wanted to see Hibernian play”, and, "My reason for going
to Easter Road on Saturday was that I wanted to see Hibernian play".
There is obviously some important relation between "reason" and my
wants and dislikes and any action based on theso.? Intention seems
an integral part of the concept of "reason". Bennett makes the same
point in "Rationmality"., "The idea of 'reasons' for aetion is
inappropriate when we have to do with simple or rigid patterns of
stimulus and response; but where the patterns are both complex and
modifiable it is possible, while admitting that the patterns are only
patterns of stimulus and response, to speak of them also in terms of
actions and reasons for actions" .8

Both senses of "reason" either as the faculty or the result of
the use of the faculty and both senses one and two of these are linked
with the notion of explanation. OUne gives reasons when one seeks to
explain or one is asked to explain one's action or behaviour. One
uses one's "reason" when one is asked why one behaved or acted in a
particular fashion., The difference between senses one and two of these
terms in relation to explanation must refer to the nature of the
explanation demanded and offered. If one off'ers an explanation which
is binding on all and any man then this is in the area of sense one of
"reason", but if' there is obviously reliance upon a particular setting

and disagreement, with both sides offering "reasons" of their own,

then/

7+ P. Alexander, "Rational Behaviour and Psychoanalytic Explanation",
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8. J. Bennett, Rationality, peld.
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then the explaration level is relsted to sense two. IHowever, explan=
tation is not in and of itself the key to rational bLehaviour.
Alexander argues:- "In ordinary c¢ircumsteances l. we may explain a
piece of behavicur by showing that it was done for & reason or with
a reason in mird and showing what that reason wasj Z. to explain a
piece of behaviour is net negessarily to show that 1t was rational;
3« to show that somebody's bshaviour was rational it is necessary to
show (2) that the agent had reasons and (b) that the reascas were
sufficient reaaons.”? Alexander argucs that this rules out psychoanalytic
explanation as a ground of expressing rational behaviour, net in the
sense that they are not explanations, but that they differ essentially
from the everyday explanations of rational behaviour. The idea which
is involved here relatés back to the connection of "reason" with
"wanting". hen one talks about doing something for a reason it is
implicd that the person involved aust be able to {ind out that reason
or be able to recognise 1t when it is suggested to him as having
influenced his behavioure I it is to be his reason, then he must be
able to recognise it when it is suggested to him, and at the same lime
recognise that other suggested reasons may be good reasons although
these were not his actual reasons.

In other words, any reason at all which can be thought up or
presented is not sufficient tc be accounied as a person's actual reason,
unless that person is able to recognise it as his own and claim

responsibility for it and its effects. Such a reason makes a

difference/
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difference between two courses of actions or beliefs for reasons tend
to favour one side or course rather than another, end, returning to

the notion of "reason" as a faculty, it must be noted that what reason
favours is to be accepted unless there are some very strong moral
grounds which can affect that conclusion, or unless there is strong
Justification for such deliberate ipnoring. "Reason" as a feculty

and "reasons" are related to what is favoured or not, what is wanted
and what is disliked, This is especially true in the field of morals.
Warnock presents an argument for his view that moral reasons are
reasons in the very strong sense. "...A man who will suffer if he
acts in a certain way has a reason for not so acting, there is a reason
for him not to 4o sc, If, we may say, one points out to him that he
will suffer if he so aects, he may indeed rationally reply 'Yes, but ..’
(2nd introduce some other reason), but he cannot rationally say 'I don't

see that that has anything to do with 14110

This kind of response
would be incomprehensible. Sulifering and the desire to aveid it,
that is elso to say wanting and its opposites, are relevant to
conduct with ref'erence to the giving of explanations,

The importance of "reason” and "reasons" in relation to the two
senses of "rational" hinges, therefore, upon the notion of explanation
end its relation to action, wanting, or wishing. But there is more to
"reason" than this, as may be seen from a closer examination of the
appraisal of reascns as gocd or bade In earlier discussion of the goal-
directed nature of behaviour and action, the aim in mind was stressed.

1£/

10, G. Warnock, The Objeet of Morality, pep.163-L4; Edgley, ibid,
p.p.%,162-3.
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£ this is linked with the attack on psychoanalytic explanations of
bohaviour on the grounds of inappropriateness, it will be seen that
it is not sufficient to talk of "reason" without qualificaﬁion.ll
In the ascription of rationality %o behaviour or aetion, there nmust
be avidence of sufficiem t reason for that behaviour or action., By
sufficient reason is meant a reason actually relevant to the
situation in mind, and one which would be sufficient to prompt anyone
to aotion of the same kind, all things being equal, In other words,
this is again the demand for appropriateness. This sppropriatenens
or the lack of it is the very ground of rejection of psychoenalytic
explanation, for it is not possible for tho patient to grasp that such
explanation offers a "reason" adequate to his behaviour. Such
explanation is not appropriate to the action done.
The case for the stress on sufficient reason is net prima facic.
One might rather suggest that & person behaved in a rational manner
if his behaviour had a reason. DBut if one held that the reason was
a bad one, one would not call the action "rational" (in sense two
at least). It is possible to do scmething for & reuson without it
being the reasonable thing to dcs I may say that "s" was my reason
for doing something, while confessing that "s" is not a reascn or a
good reason for doing what was done in this particular situation.
The sort of thing in mind here is where, for example, a child on his
first day on the farm sees the farmer open a packet of seeds and plant
them, telling the child that he will have a lot more once they grow.
The/

11, See above p.pe 2 14 H



The child is then given a bag of eggs to take to the farmer's wife,
hearing complaints at the fact that there are not many eggs. The
helpful child immediately rushes off', plants the eggs and announces
that there will soon be lois more eggss On being shown the hen-house
and the method of' egg-arrival, the child admits that he did plant the
eggs because he thought that this would increase the number of eggs,
but, of course, he now sees that this was impossible. If having a
reason is not adequate, then perhaps it might be offered instead that
the reason involved was a good reason., ilowever, any reason for doing
something cannot be - altogether & bad one and a good reason for doing
something may not necessarily be suf'ficient, for instance, in the
situation where there are several good reasons for and several more
against doing the same thing. To be a sufficient reason, there must
be a reason, or a group of reasons, which can stand after the process

of comparing the various reasons for and against an action. That is

to say that "a piece of behaviour was raticnal if it was done f'or reasons

which constitute a sufficient raanan".lz

To be a sufficient reason for behavicur involves that what I do
will achieve or help in the achievement of what I want and so that the
behaviour is appropriate to the intention or to what is wanted, and is
unlikely to lead to undesirable consequences which might outweigh the
consequences of the original intention. 1o give a "reason" and te
use one's "reason"™ in this way is linked to explanation in terms of
goal-directed and appropriate action and behaviour., What is therefore,

required/
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required is to clarify the relation of the different senses of
"roaticnal™ to the different gosls and therefore appropriate actions
end behaviour involved at both leves.

The importence of intention end "wanting" in reletion to "reasons"
was 8ls0 mentioned, This was to avold categorising reflexes and
accidents in the seme way as reasons. These would rather fall inte
the calegory of "non-rational”, i.e. behaviour of which it mekes no
senge to say that it was or was not done for a reason. This realm
of intention and its relation to "reason™ has led some philosophers
to separate out the reslm of reazon from anothsr realm which has been
charccterised in different ways as feeling, imagination, faith, heart,
This has led, on the one side, to the kind of stress found in Paseal,
that the reasons of the heart, as opposed to the head, aresqually
viable and certain. On the other side, it has led to an empiricist
attack on the rationalistic view of morals.l5

This is important for it suggests that it is not the case that
human beings are rational, either on a priori grounds or on general
empirical ones, and thus what is required is an empirical investigation
into what will carry convietion to people, and this may not necessarily
bhe argument, whether good or bad. The attack on rationalism is most
clearly seen in the following passage. "So if many or most nmoralities
do require rationality of' men, and men are not, or not very, rational,
then these moralities are mistaken, In a recent broadecast talk, a
genetlicist said, 'If we want a race of angels, we shall need a new
supply of genes; for the present supply contains the material neither
far/

13. A. Ralls, "Rational Morality for Empirical Man", Philosophy,
1969' p .205.
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for the wings, nor for the requisite moral perfections'."
importance of this attack is that it_has whatever success it appears
to have as 2 result of the confusion of two senses of "rational",
What tho writer is reflerring to is the failure to live up to
"rationality” in sense one, when all that is required is to live up
to the level of "rationallity" in sense two, What is orucial is that
the picture he draws of the Aifficulty of morality is exaotly correect,
but 4his need not lead to scepticlism, but rather to the realisation
that such difficulty is logically necessary, if there 1s to be the
idea of either success or failure in morals. To have reasons means
that there must be good and bad reasons, and good and had use of
"reason", so that evaluation is essential, and that evaluation is

linked with explanation based on the appropriatenaess end goel-directed

L
nature of the "reasons and "reasoning” involved.

lhe A. Ralls, ibid, pe.208; J,0, Crow, "Evolution, leredity, and
Eugenics”, B.BeCo3e, 10th May, 1968.
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5. Senses of "Rationality" and "Intelligibility".

In this chapter so far two basic senses of "rationality" and
"Rational" have been delineated and with these, two parallel senses of
"irrationality" and "irrational". Then these distinctions were applied
to the concepts of "persons", "beliefs", and "reason". Before
concluding the analysis of these distinctions in relation to the various
limits of ratiomality in both senses, these distinctions will be applied
to the further idea of intelligibility which is closely bound up with,
and of'ten used interchangeably with, rationality.

The Riddell Lectures have of'ten centred their thinking on the
sphere of religion and philosophy and on the central notion of
intelligilillity. €.Ced, Webb writes about "the activity of scientifie
investigation, which ever presupposes what it can never prove, namely
the ultimate rationality of the universe which it sets itseli’ to explorn”l
and O.C. Quick picks up the same theme when discussing "Philosophy and
the Cross": "A man may spend all his powers in searching into the
origins of the human rece or of life or into the constitution of matter,
and have no preconceived idea whatever of' what he will discover. Yet
through it all he must believe, and c¢ling to his faith, that in some
sense wan and life and matier are very wonderful and excellent things,
80 that to seek af'ter the knowledge of them is in itself , apart from
the merely precticel utility ol its results, & fitting and a {ruitful
tagk for human energy. ile must alsc believe thal the order of the

universe/

1. G.C.J. Webb, "Religion end the Thought of Tedey™, Riddell Vemorial
Lecsure, 1929.



universe is such that the truth is not merely worth discovering, but
also dinoovorablo‘.a What both writers are referring to is the
intelligibility of the universe. In other words, the universe is
rétional in the sense that it is intelligible; that we can make sense
of 1t; and that the sense it 1s possible to make is translatable into
systematic preseniation to others and on its basis we are able to do
things which otherwise we could not, as well as avoidiﬁg things which
w3 could not otherwise appreciate.

This intelligiblility of the universe of nature is noi an arbitrary
feature of things, but & necessary one, and necessary in the sense of
necessary for thought., Its necessily rests on the fact that without
it, it would be impossible to reduce phenomena to intelligibilit,y,3
and thus there would be no science at alle "There is already embedded
in rmature an inherent ratiomallty which it is the task of science to
bring to light and express. Apart from it there could be no secience
at all. Thus the mathematlcal equutions and even the new geouetries
we construet are qulte meuningless unless thay are applicabls to nature,
but if they arse applicable to nature, they sre elaborated expressions
of an obJjective ratlonalily lying in nature itaalf“.h Intelligibility
is necessary for the sciivity o’ science, and also for the language
of sclence, "Our norwal sclentific language presuppoaes an inherent
rationality in nature, 80 thet il wakes use of basic forms thai refer
to states of affairs and palierns of events in the external world, dbut

thq/
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the contingent and factual elements in these forms impede striot
theoretic &cmonstration“.s It is true that subjective elements creep
in,putinTorrance's view, these may be dealt with by being more objective
i.e. controlled by the nature of the objact.

This intelligibility of which Quick, Webb, and YTorrance are
speaking is a necessary feature of the universe, but it has further
peculiarities in that it cannot be questioneds "We are up against
one of those ultimate bounderies in thought such as we reach when we
agk a question as to the rationality of the universe: not only do we
have to assume that rationality in order to answer the question but
we have to assume it in order to ask the question in the first.place.
e cannot meaningfully ask a question that calls in question that
which it needs in order to be the question that is being asked. We
cannot step outside the relationshin to the rationalily of the universe
in which we find ourselves withoul stepping outside of rationality
altogether. Bef'ore the question as to the relation between our
knowing and ultimate rationality we cannot but stand in awe and
acknowledgement, and can ask our guestions rightly only within the
aotuality of that ralationahip”.s If we iry to do the impossible, we
are involved in & contradictory and nomsensical movemant of thought,
and in order to avoid thig we rather "....ask guestlons only within
the circle of the lmowin: relationship in order to test the nature
and possibility of the rational structures within it."7 Thic elash
with the boundary of thought is not a figment or crestion of the

soientist's/
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scientist's imagination or mind, but rather part of the nature of
things. "What the scientist does in any field is to seek to achieve
an orderly understanding of events in which he can grasp them as a
ccnnected and intelligibile whole and so be able to penetrate into
their inner rutionality. Hs does not invent that rationality but
discovers it, even though one must act with imaginetion and insight
in deteoting and developing the right clues and act creatively in
constructing forms of thought and knewledge through whioh he ocan
discern the basic rationslity and let his thinking fall under its
diraction as he offers even a descriptive accocunt of the events."a
Rarlier Torrance's further analysis of this intelligihility was
outlined.9 He divides such intelligibility into two areas: number
and worde "If we nmay spogsk of the rationality embeddsd in nature as
number, we may spsak of the rationality embedded in hlstory as loges,
for in history we are concerned with giving a different kind of
account (éfuﬁﬂ( Sidevdl ) of things from that we glve of natural
processes, and it 13 therefors a different kind of stopy thet we have
%o tell., Henca while in natural science we have to direct our
interrogative methods to the rcalities being investigated (commensurabl
agvantz) with a view to bringing their inner logic to view in mathematical
foras, in virtue of which i is mede %o dlaclose and axplain itself te
us, in historical sciencas we diract our interrogative methods to the
subjoot-matter of our resecarch (word-events) with a visw %o bringing

out/
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out its latent intemtionality, in virtue of which it is made to disclose
and explain itself to us so that we in the present may grasp it in an
intelligible and ccherent way even thoughtit is paste ® It is crucial
in dealing with all questions of intelligibility, therefore, %o
separate number and word rationality, or else we shall imposelan
artvificial uniformity on the varied world of experience leading to
serious "category-mistakes" in the mould of Ryle.ll

Intelligibility then for Torrvance and for {lhe scientifiic school
he sesks to portray rests on the atteumpls to reduce to consistent and
rational expression the ways in which knowledge is related to (he grounds
on which it is based, such that the scientist is coanvinced that he
has oome to grips with the inherent rationality of thingse

Popper, in & critique of Kuhn's view of' science, outlines the
position being stated. "Kuhn suggests that lhe ratlonalily of seience
presupposes the acceptance ol & common {rameworke lie suggests that
rationelity depends upon something like coumon langucge and & common
set of assumplions. IHe suggests that rational discussion, and rational
eriticism, is only possible if' we have agreed on fundnmantalﬂ.“lz It
is against ihie basic backgrowud of agreed {undamenials lhal luere is
the need to interpret intelligibility. In some sense raticnality and
the rules of inference iluplied by it are fundamental end universalj
yet {there are scientii'ic changes und the progression oi views of what
intelligibility relates (o and of what is and what is not ratlional,
It is necessary, therei'ore, to give some account of what intelligibility
means in relation to these {acts. One must disagree with Quick,

"1t/
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"I% ought, I think, to be a platitude to say that if, we use words in
their proper senﬁé, every metaphysician must be a rationalist. For
every metaphysician, even if he call himself a pluralist, must seek
in one way or another to interpret the universe as manifesting
intelligible order, that is Lo say, as rational, Hationality means
order, irrationality means chaos. And in a rational universe the
ultimate principle of order must be singlo“.13 Every metaphysician
is in some sense & rationalist, but there is not only one sort of
rationalist and the principle of order need not be single nor merely
one principle.

The problem with the account oi intelligibilily so far considered
is that it moves between thne two senses ol "rationality” already
cutlined. OSometimes, anu perhaps most of'ten, the writers are dealing
with sense one of "ratiomalily", or as itv may be stated, sense one of
"intelligibility'e By this is meant thal they are concerned with what
is acceptable on & universal level, Ihat is, llLey refer to what can
and is understood oy any reasonable man in full possession of his
faguities, presented with the material in an appropriats and fair fashioen,
L{inis 1s tne basic lavel of logic, of truilh and falsiiy, o the
principle of argument, and ol facis in the seanse oi those taings which
are rogquired by all for iire and accepied wilhoul guesilon, because
there is no genuine way ol iraming suca guestions withoui endiag up
il nonsense Or madness.

What/
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What these writers fail to do in general, is olearly enough to
distinguish this proper sense of "intelligibility" from ancther sense,
sense two, at which level there is yoom for questions, doubt, discussion
and disagreemsnt without the threat of' the padded cell or the charge of
gibberish. “Intelllgible" in sense itwo refers to that which is acceptable
within e particular context rather than universally. It is that which
is understandable against & particular backgrounde It can be grasped
in a particular context and as & result of particular internal relations,
Without such a differentiation belwsen the two seuses of "lintelligibility"
it is difficult to allow for the genuine changes in world-views,
scientific theories, and metaphysical, woral and religious positions
which do cocur, On lhe basis of this distinelion, the concern must
be to put these changes in the appropriate category and to do this

requires a thoroughgoing account of the limits of rationaliiye

This section has been examining two senses of "rallonality" and
showing that thls distinction is appropriate to two senses of
"irrationality", to the way we talk of persons and beliefs, to the
notion of reason and that of reasons, ag well as Go the ldea of
intelligibility., <There was & separatiocn of the contextual from the
univexsal, the general from the highly specific. I have been trying
to make out & case for rational discussion o take place. Iiu contrast
to Bartley and Torrance, there is room for the critic and scope for
discussion beiween redically opoosing views, and the next section will
seek to clarify what is involved in change, justificatiion, atiack, and

defence/
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defence of a particular views On Bartley's saccount there was no way
in which the critic could successfully attack Bartley's own view, and
if’ the critic tried to attack Llorrance's view then he was met with the
response that he was guilty of subjectivity and the failure to be
faithful to the nature of the object. The way that these wrilers have
presented their case leads to the impossibility of oriticism and the
immunity of their positions from all attack, This hes been corrected
by drawing out the context of argument end discussion, and looking at
rationality particularly as it relates to linguistic ability, and in
sense two, the capucity to deal with belief's which are contrary to one's
own and to engage in argument,

bense one of retionality is partly the willingness and ability to
resort to argument waen it is appropriaie, and to see the importance
of logie and reasoninge 1t means thal one is prepered to ofif'er some
sort of standard o' judgemeni, to give reasons where these are required
to examine seriously criticism, and to atteupt to aeal with iv by
Jjustifications ALl this can only be possible ii' iy is recognised that
there is room ior argument and notu everything has veen sliveady deoided
and predetermined. This is, of cowrse, part ol' the velue ol whai is
truly human, the abhorrence of viclence as & means of' setiling argument
anl lisagreement, but in its place the seeking ol justice in dispule.
The aim in the account ol rationality is not to make &argumentc easy,
but ravher io give i & genuine basis snd o make it possible. Lt
nay seem unnecessary or argument does take place, and it would be

foolish/
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foolish to deny thet, DBut there may be doubt whether or not it is
genuine argument. By geauine argument is meant argument which leads
or may lead to a change in poaition, because it takes place in &
situation where there is room for change and development, 1If one
were to analyse the sort of ergument in the Hare-Foot disagrecment and
the Murdoch-Hampshire dispute it would be seen thet it becomes valn
repatition vhere there 1s no progress because the argument is set up
in the wrong sort of way. This is the importance of the {wo senses
of retionality, for they allow the framework tc be drawn within which
argument o&h take place which may have a goenulne ofi’ect and make a
real diff'erence. It is now necessary to turn to {filling out that
{ramework, by exploring the limitls of ratlonality in four particular
areas whichﬁéfe met in actual argument and discussion. These are
the netural, situational, social, and psychological limlts of

rati unaﬂ.it.y.
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Section Two - The Limits of Rationality.

Having considered the distinctions of "rationality", "irrationality"
and "intelligibility", and their relation to persons, beliefs and
reason, it is necessary now to place these distinctions in a context
of the limits of rationality. This basic distinetion that has been
made aims to show the style and programme for genuine argument and
debate to take place, because at the outset it stresses the need for
the drawing up of standards for the argument and characterises what
is required of both participants in the discussion, It is part of
the corrective against the failure of Torrance and Bartley to allow
room for the oritic to attack or even question their views. It is
only part, however, for another of the complaints against them was
that their accounts were overbrief and this was especially true of
their lack of conceniration on the limits of rationality as these are
found in the actual practice of argument. It is nemessary therefore
to give some account of these limits of rationality not only to make
up for the deficiencies in Bartley and Torrance's accounts, but for a
better understanding of what rationality is and why it is important.
Thus the presentation of the limits of rationality is very closely
related to the basic distinction in the senses of rationality which
haS) been drawn, for both these steps are required in assisting the
development of argument which has & proper basis and is conducted in
an appropriate fashion, This will then help to meet the third
criticism levelled against Bartley and Torrance, that of internal
unacceptability even on their own account. It is hoped that the

description/
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desoription of rationality based on the two senses and the application
of that to various cognates, and the description of the limits of
rationality will provide a picture of rationality which is more adequate
to the complexity and actuality of its role in argument and discussion.

There will be examination of four areas of limits. Under the
heading of the natural limits of rationality there will be an account
of the way in which irrational features of the world and of persons
set limits to rationality. It will be seen how a doctrine of
irrationalism attempts te set limits on rationality. There will be
examination of the necessity for logie, yet the limit of its success
because of subjective factors, and the linking of this with the limited
capacities of human beings in the living out of rational thought.
Finally in this section an account will be given of the variety of
levels of approach which there are in any subject and the limit that
this sets upon rationality.

Having considered the natural limits of rationality attention will
turn to the situational limits. There will be examination of the
notions of belief, criticism, argument, persuasion, explanation,
Justification, and finally change. These are all interrelated by
virtue of their connection in the actual practice of argument and
discussion and so may be bound together in the examination of how, in
fact, rationality is limited when argument and discussion is taking
place,

Finally the thesis turns to the social and psychological limits,
In the social limits the importance of social factors on the

presuppositions/



356

presuppositions and fundaementel attitudes which we have will be seen
and how change tends to come about even at such an absolute level.
Then the thesis looks at the psychological restrictions on such change
and the factors which set limits to the effectiveness of rationality
in actual argument and discussion by our resistance to fundamental
changes In all these accounts there will be drawing on both the material
from Bartley and Torrance as well as more general reading on the theme
of rationality. The presentation of the particular points under the
headings of natural, situational, social, and psychological limits of
rationality, is the basic novelty here, for it is in this way that the
relevance of the notion of rationality for the actual practice of
argument and discussion will be better seen.

Throughout the thesis the three basic criticisms have been
developed in harness with particular accounts of rationality, giving
a picture of what has been done and what needs still to be done for
satisfaction., Already I have offered something of the basis of my
view of the use of rationality in argument, but now this view will be
expanded so that an account of rationality, which is adequate in itself,
adequate to the complexity of the subject-matter which deals with the
necessary limits of rationality, and which not only allows the critic
a role but helps define that role, will be presented. This is no
arbitrary selection of material but one based directly on the account
and criticisms of these accounts, both pesitive and negative, of Bartley
and Torrance, as well as the more general themes raised by the wide

variety/
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variety of writers mentioned, The unity of the thesis stems from the
notion of "limit" in rolation to rationality, which has too of'ten been
merely noted and then ignored. From the variety of writing it is
possible to see very general poinis, but these tend to lack specificity.
Thus the original stress in this section is the drawing together of
these many and various strands under the general heading of "limit¥' of
rationality, but more than that, for it is also a division of the
material into speecific headings. These four headings, natural,
situational, social and psychological allow a natural and thoroughgoing
account of rationality and its limits to be given not haphazardly but
methodically, moving from one point to the next. Of course, I draw
on other authors, but am seeking to blend them together with my own
account so that some order is brought into what appesrs a vague and

ille~defined field of study.
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1. The Natural Limits,.

Under the heading of the natural limits of rationality there will
be examination of the limit on rationality of irrational features of
the world perticularly in the form of the existence of evil and then
of the doctrine of irrationalism as it sets itself up over and against
logic and reasoning. Then the necessity of logic will be seen yet its
limited nature due to the interference of subjective aspects of man,
There will be a description of some of the ways in which rationality
is limited due to the limited nature of certain human capacities, and
finally in this section, attention will be drawn to the limit set on
rationality by the necessity for different levels of approach for an
adequate understanding of the subject and the role of rationality in
such understanding.

It was earlier argued that there are in existence what may be
described as evil features and this evil counts against the possibility

of a total rational picture or explanation of all that there ia.l

Torrance expressed it thus: "Somehow evil posits itself and cannot be

rationalised ...« Evil is fundamentally diaoontinuity”.2 Brunner

takes/

1. See above Chapter 3, "The Value of the Approach".

2¢ FPoPe pe240. In theological terms the most common stress on
irrational features derives from the concept of sin., H.R.
Mackintosh states "Sin in the last resort is radically unintell-
tigible; it is incapable of being interpreted in terms of
rational purpose; it is irreducible to factors which in a moral
sense can be made transparent and self-accrediting. As we
contemplate the sin we have done, it confronts us as a thoroughly
irrational entity, impervious to light - inexplicable to the mind,
and to the conscience inexcusable". The Christian Experience of
Forgiveness.(1961&4%) Brunner also makes the point. "Sin is
something which we cannot explain something which will not fit into
any reasonable scheme at all, For it is the primal fact of non-

reason". The Mediator, 1934.
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takes the samo point a stage further analysing the effect of such an
admission of evil in the world, "If the admission of the irraiional
character of existence excludes any idea of & system « since a system
presupposes, if not rationality, at least the possibility of being
made rational, the ultimate possibility that through thought the
irrational may be overcome = so, only far more, does the admission of
the existence of evil as the primary irrational element in life exclude
any idea of system at all. If we adnit thet evil exists, we must once
for all renounce all hope of conceiving life on sgystematic lines".3
If it is the case that there be some such ground of discontinuity which
belittles any attempt at total rational explanation, there may still be
room for some view of rationality.

It does seem to be a fact that there is a certain irreducible
minimum of irrationality, bul the stress must be on the "minimum" aspect
of such irrationality. What is lmportant here is that the degree of
irrationaslity lies between the danger of total irrationality or chance
which would lead to the complete abandonment of the possibility of science

and any possibley grasp of the world and our role in it. There is neot,

on the other hand, total rationality which would allow everything to

be/

3« Brumner, The Mediator p.123. It is interesting to note alternative
means of seeking to express the same kind of point, In the
Encyclopaedia of Philosophy article on "Cohen" we read, '"By no
amount of reasoning", he wrote, "can we altoghether eliminate all
contingency from our world” (Reason and Nature p.142) The universe
is ultimately what it is, and contingency cannot be eliminated. And
by contingency Cohen meant that the world contains an irrational
element in the sense that "all form is the form of something which
canmot be reduced to form alone", (Studies in Philosophy and Science
pll.)' Quick writes "Chance is a symbol which stands not merely for
an unknown cause, but for one which is strictly unknowable. To
understand, to explain or account for the behaviour of anything in any
way at all, is to see or describe it as not fortuitous". (Philosophy
and the Cross",p.24) Regardless of the particular form by which the
point is expressed, what remains obvious is that there is something
which is irreducible to system.
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bhe understood and explained. Rather there 1s a tension between what
can be understood and what cannot be understood, what is reducible to
rational explanation and what is 1rreduoihle;h

From the time of Aristotle there has been enthusiastic support for
many of the ideas of rationalism, which has led to a spirit of optimism
and a belief in the power of reason to overcome all the difficulties

which mankind faees.5

Bonhoef'fer however, of'f'ers a corrective against
the unbridled optimism of rationalism which fits in with the point
concerning the way in which certain irrational features of the world
count against an absolute and total account of rationality, which
leaves no remainder, "The rationalist imagines that a small dose of
reason will be enought to put the world right. In his short-sightedness
he wants to do justice to all sides, but in the melee of conflicting
forces he gets tranpled upon without having achieved the slightest
effect. Disappointed by the irrationality of the world, he realises
at last his futility, retires flom the fray, and weakly surrenders to
the winning side“.6 Need it be the case, however, that the rationalist
must retire from the fray and leave the field to the apparent irrationality
of the world?

It is not necessary to be so pessimistic as some writers appear to
be. What is required is rather a closer analysis of the limitations
of rationality and with that the limits of irrationality. Some

features/

L. BSee above, pepPe 269
5. Aristotle, Nichomean Ethies X, 7: W. Barrett, Irrational Man, p.3l
See above peps 3334f

6. D. Bonhoeffer, Letters and Papers from Prison. p.,135; see above p.p.lgi
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foatures of the world and of man are known in an absolute and
universal sense and may confidently be systematised and acted on,: .

CuUZdeste Wit Lhome But equally, there are many areas of degree of
doubt and fuzziness both of the way things are and our perception of
this, which must meke one extremely cautious as to the delineation of
the nature of what there is and our manipulation both of'it and our
expression of it., These are really the two senses of "retionality",
the one the realm of the universal, the other of the particular. The
sclentist, like the philosopher must recognise the limits of science
and knowledge, and there is a need for constant self-correction and the
recognition on the part of the scientist that he is dealing with the
ambigious and the ambivalent /JHe thus rejeets any claim to express
absolute truth. The very ambiguity and ambivalence of so much in the
different areas of knowledge and science expresses & practical limit
upon rationality as it secks to reduce to gysiem and order what man is
confronted by in the worlds This can be done, but not totally or
finally.

While it seems to be the case that in terms of the human situation
things are liable to go badly, yet not completely sece. It is possible
to do a whole variety of things which will help in a situation and will
be a great deal better than if one did nothing at all, There seems to
be in the nature of things a tension between what is totally rationsl
and what is totally irrational, Between these two extremes there are
both rational and irrational features, and the expression of the nature
of things whether in terms of understanding or characterisation must be
such as to cope with the realities of the situation and express that
reality/
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reality adeocuately. The limit of irrationalism in nature and the
world must be held in balance with the limits of rationalism, Things
are neither totally explicable nor inexplicable, and to cope with these
two senses of "rational" and "irrational" are needed. Sense one deals
with what all men must accept and abide by or face the charge of madness
and the withdrawal of basic human rights, and sense two deals with the
realm of the particular and that which is open to debate and discussion
with a view to coming to some conclusion on the evidence and argument
offered against a view which one held.

It is however, not only irrational features in the world and
nature vhich ereate problems for our understanding and the possibility
of reducing things to a rational form, but irrational aspects of man
himself. Malevolence, folly, confusion, raeial hostility, fear and
what ean only be described as unreason- the unwillingness to accept
what is true and right - are real enough but need to be interpreted
correctly, because it is not enough to characterise as "irrational"
illogicality in one particular instance, or confusion of thought, or
even the tendency to arrive at unacceptable conclusions. Rather the
clear separation of the two levels of "irrationality" is required.

Sense one of "irrationality", is illogicality, confusion and the reaching
of unacceptable conclusions all to such a degree, and of such seriousness
that the very sanity of the person invelved must be qﬁeried. Sense two
on the other hand, must refer to particular situations where writers

have been aware of the novelty and difficulty of their presentation,

yet have continued to offer a case and not sought to abandon argument,
but perhaps rather tc present diff'erent kinds of evidence and reasons,

which/
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whicn, when pleced 1n & fuller context, may be seen to make a great
deal of sense. This is Ghe level of the particular and highly spee¢ifice
1t has already been seen tnat there has been an atteupt on the part
of' some writers to form a definite doctrine of irrationalism which casts
doubt on the capacity of reason %0 do all that rationalists olaim for it.
The problem with any such doctrine, if il is taken seriously, is that it
has certain unaccepiable features and leads lo unacceplable conclusions.
The limits set on irrationalisam have been drawn to some extent by Lukes
and I shall use his list of limitis, yet argue that he has failed toc draw
a crucial distinction between two senses of "irrational" which is
important to allow new kinds of eriticism to come to the f'ore and to
perunii aiscussion and argument at even the most basic levels of what
we hold to be true. In "Sowe Froblems about Ratiunality"7 Lukes offers
anong other things & critique agaeinst irrationalism on the grounds that
it fails to recognise what is to count as a reason, illogicality,
falsity, nonsense, inability to universalize, deficiency in the genesis
and method of holding & belief. All these are valid enough, but cover
two senses, GSense one of "irrationality" not only fails to recognise
a particular reason, but the very necessity ior reasocn at all, or reasons.
‘There is an attempt to eschew all forms of reasoning and every kind of
reasone The illogicality, falsiiy, and nonsense involved are to such
an extent and degree that there is no hope of undersianding for there

is nothing to be understood. It is perversity in thought for perversity's

sake,/

7. 8. Lukes, "Some Problems about Rationality", B. Wilson (ed.)
Rationality, pepe 207 ff.
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suke, The insbility to universalize is beth a failure to see that this
has any relevance for holding o belief &and also an inebility to go
through the mechanics of such universaligation., The deficiency of
genesis and metheod of holding are not unique to one particular instenece,
in sense cne of "irrationality", but rather are regular occurences, the
rule rether than the excepticn, and with this is the lack of awareness
that there is anything at all wrong with what is going omn.

In contrast, if sense two of "irrationel" is taken and these
headings again examined it is found that the feilure to recognise a
reasen rests on definite grounds related to a particular resson, It
is the refusal to accept this as a reason in one particular case,
becauce of definite reasons. So too the 1llogicality, falsity,
nonsense and inability to universalize are related to a definite
gituations It is in one particular context that what is said seems
to be illogical, false, and nonsensicale It is in this definite
instance thal there is the refusal 4o universalize because this is a
case whore cne does not universalize., Thus would the irrationalist
in sense two argue. And the deficiency in genesis and method of
holding & belief would be both something of which the person involved
was aware and seeking to rectify by presenting different kinds of
evidence and standards of relevance, and also an exceptional thing
relevant to a very definite set of oircumstances and a limited context.
On this kind of account there is room for two kinds of irrationalist,
and the most important ons being related to sense two of "irrationalisme.
This is the person who im a particular case sesems to {ly agalnst all
standards of reason, logic, sense and meaning, but he recognises this

and attempts to offer grounds for it, as well as this being an exceptional
situation/
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gitvation, end not a general rvle. This would be the pattern of the
great scientific revclutions of Newton and Einstein, where what is new
is so new that different standards of sense, logic and reascn are required.
This is not at all to r¢ject logie, reason or sense but to sesk to broaden
these.

"Irrationalisn"in sense ona runs into even more severs problens
than have so far been suggested. Such a rejection of sense, logic,
and reason would leave us def'enceless hefore the most morally outrageous
appeals to emotion, It would be to rsject all concern with truth and
argument and in their place to accept contradietion and 1mpoatars.8
Bartlay makes the point in two places, without himself recognising that
his own work falls into the same %rap as he accuses the irrationalist,
but of course for very different reasons, He writes "One gains the
right to be irrational at the expense of losing the right to oriticise.
One gains immunity for one's own comnitment by making any eriticism
of commitments iNPOBSible",g and, "One gains the right to be irrational
onesellf al the expense of losing the right to oriticise anyone else for
acting absurdly. One gains imamunity from oriticism {or oune's own
oomnitment by making eny oriticisu of alternative coumituments trivially
sasy. One quiockly reaches what R.H. Popkin, in a study of Kierkegeard,
aptly deseribed as'an anarchy of private individual faiths that cannot be

discussed or oommunioated'.“lo

8. A. MacIntyre, “"Myth", Encyclopaedis of Philosoplhy, Voled; P
Nidditoh, "The Intellao%ﬁii Virtues", p.l4; H. Paton, The Modern
Predicament, p.58 F. Ferre, Language, Logic and God; p.l3l

9. R.C .p.lOﬂ-

10, %, Dartley, Morelity and Religion, pek7; ReCep.p.J0-3, see above
Chapter Two pepe
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In adopting sense one of "irrationality" as a philosophical
doctrine a person abandons argument., Both what is true and what is
false are no longer separated or defined. The person becomes like
the neurotic Tillich describes. "The inability of the neurotic to
have a full encounter with reality makes his doubts as well as his
certitudes unrealistic, He puts both in the wrong place. He doubts
what is practiocally above doubt and he is certain where doubt is
adequate. Above all, he does not admit the question of meaning in its
universal and radical senae“.ll What is wrong with "irrationalism" in
sense one is the same as is wrong with the neurotic = the total and
complete failure to realise that there are certain basic laws of logio
which it is essential to grasp and to obey.

When one considers the natural limits of rationality by investigating
the limits of irrationalism both as these are found in irrational
features of the world and man and as an attempt to state a philosophical
doctrine, the need has been seen to separate the two senses of
"prationality" and "irrationality” outlined, The first sense of
"irrationalisn" deals with the world of nonsense and universal madness,
where debate and argument are not just difficult but meaningless. Over
and againat this there is sense two which arises from and desls with the
faot that there are still some genuine questions, problems and disagreements,
and there is still room for debate and discussion about what is rationally
acceptable, but this is always and only within a particular context which

itself requires to be clarified.

It/

11, P, Tillich, The Courage to Be p.pe76=7; PlAlexander "Rational
Behaviour and Psychoanalytic Bxplanation", p.335; Qepepe326~7.
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It has been shown that part of the criticism against a
philosophical doctrine of irrationalism rested upon the necessity of
a basic logie, or to express the same point, the bagsic necessity of
logice as responsible for leading us into 4Aifficulties when we try to
understand apparently contradictory doetrines. Bartley has a short
and powerful answer against this., "Now logie has a way of avenging

herself on those who treat her lightly. If we abandon logic, we lose

the power of argument: for argument consists, in essence, in showing
that two claims are incompatible, And if we abandon loglec we also

dininish snormously our nowers of deseription: for to say what some

thing is, to desoribe it, is at the same time to say a great deal about
what it is not. And if we allow contradietions to be introduced, we
poermit all deseriptions at onee. Thus one defensive move = the
scuttling of logic - forces us step by step down the hierarshy of
linguistie functions. We lose the power to argus, we lose the power
to deseribe; we are left with the powers to express and signal‘.12
Logic is necessary, but there is the need for a further distinction.

It is equally important for my purpose not only to exanine the level

of the false and the incomprehensible which logle reveals to us, but
likewise to examine the ridiculous and inapposite, as these correspond
tc the two senses of "rationality" and "irrationality" whish have been
made. M, Hollis, in a discussion of the limits of irrationality, makes

the/

12, Bartley, Morality and Roligion, pe33; Qep.p.277-8,319-20; Hodges,
"Languages, Standpoints and Attitudes". p.62.
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tha same sort of point., He states that, "We cannot understand the
irrational 2nd to suppose thet we can is to rum into a viclous circle;
but we een understand the retional in more than one vwaJr.""l':5 To examine
the variety of ways of undserstanding is crucial for genulne argument
end the development of beliefs and positions, It is nscessary to
congider the need for logic in these circumstances and the limits of
such logice Two of the usual tests of logic are those of consistency
end comprehensiveness, yet even these may run inte difficulties,
Consistency is not sufficient as a eriterion, for any standpoint eor
ettitude must be self-consistent if it is to offer an alternative to
any belief or atiitude already sccepteds Such consisiency does not
make the choice between rivel candidates any easier. This puts the
two senses of "rationality" in relation to logie in their proper
perspective, There is that logic which is necessery for something te
be & candidate at all for anyone's consideration. This is sense one
and its limits are those of what is and musi be universally accepteble.
Sense two is that area of decision and discussion between standpoints
and attitudes which are rival condidates. Their rivalry relates to a
particular context and rests on debatable premisses for which evidence
can and must be given. ‘“hen there is talk of logic as a check it is
neoessary to clarify the differsnce between the universally true and
false of sense one, and the particularly ridieculous and inapposite
within sense two, This delineates part of the natural limit of logle,
though at the seame time stressing the necessity of such logic.

Attention/

13. M. HOlna’ B. Wilson (edn) R&tionality, P.zzo.

1k Qp.275; R.Hare, Freedom and Rsason, p.p.79,135,157; Downie,
doles and Values, p.l2; Hodges, ibid, p.62.
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Attention is now concentrated on some of the limitations of
logie in practice. The generzal level is dealt with first and then
attention turned 4o a particular problem expressed in a theological
context, but which has implications for not only morals and metaphysies,
but for all seiences, T.ogio cannot =olve a dispute hetween two rival
sets of principles for it offers only an account of how the mechanics
of disputes are to be conduoted and does not provide any principle of
interpretation by which a final decision can be made botwean two
internally coherent and consistent views, Rather it becomes in this
connection and type of situation a matter of choice and the will to
think in a particular way and accept particular siresses and points
rather than othars. But by saying that it reduces to a cholee does
not decreass the importance of retional thought and arzument, for with
such a cholse must ba a full charascterisation of the basis, grounds and
effact of that choice. Game theory has led to the derivation of many
such nroblems, which reveal the limitations of logic in a practiocal
satting. The example glven shows that there is an absence of one most
rational thing to dos In other terms, logic and rationslity cennot
conclude vhat is the best course of action in this situation and
something else is required. Two prisoners are held in separate cells
by the sheriff., They have committed & serious crime but the sheriff
lacks proof. Therefore he tells each prisoner in turns "If neither
confesses, you will both be convicted of a misdemeanour and receive
very light sentences. If both confess, you will receive very heavy

sentences/



sentences, ana 1f une confesses and the other does not, the one who
confesses will be {veed and the olher will recelve lhe heaviesl pousible
sentence”s Logic alone cannot selve e problem of what {o do in a
situatiﬁn like thise

Hare suggests thal il 1s act Jusl iu (he realm of facls or principles
that loglc is limited by ils lmebility Uo ofier & means of decision,
It is langusge itself which creales problems for the logician, "A
logiclan cannol do justlice to the infinite subtlety of language; all
he can do is to point oul scme of the ;-uai.n leatures of our use of & word,
end therevy put people on their guard sgeinst the main wangers. 4 full
wierstanding ol the logic ol valus-ierms can only be achieved by
convinual and sensitive atlention to the way we use them.“15 Part of
the difficulty in this kind of sensitivily anc appreciation of the
sublely of language is with those who use langusge. People cre often
dishionest even in ihe intellectual realm. In religion in perticular
vhe basie meaning ol words is olten siretched beycend ell recognition
empiying the concept involved of all meaning and realitye. People are
oiten ruled by their esmotions rather than by what they can raticnally
recognise as & binding course of acticn. COue way cunduct & person
down the primyrose path of a logical ergument and at the end present
them with the logical conclusion of whet they have said which seems
irrvefulable, only tc¢ have & raspberryy-reactions Likewise it is
possible to be rational and t¢ have impeccable loglic and yet to be a

very/

15 Re Hare, Language of Morels, pe126
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very unplesgant person. The Nazi can be consistently logicsl and
ruthlessly exterminate all Jews on his own premlsses, which inevitably
loads to his frightening conclusions, Logic can be ugsed for beth good
end harm, and it 1s pessible to argue consistently for the most morally
outregeous conclusions. Against thislogie is no safeguerd, for logie
has a 1limited role here as it applies to rationality.

Logic is limited by tho wickedness of man and the limlted nature
of his sympathies, but logic is alzo limited by the sensitive natwre
of situations which sometimes confront men. In "The French Tisutenant's
Woman", an example of this sensitivity 4s found which i3 different from
logic and which loglic cannot replace or compete with on equal tems,
though this is only to stress the naed for different techniques and
not the replacement of one by the othaor. "Sarah had some sort of
paycholozical aquivalent of tha experienced horse-dealer’s skill -
the ability to Inow almost st the first glance the good horss from the
bad one; or as if, jumping & century, she was born with a computer in
her heart. I say her heart, sinee the values she compuited belong more
there than in the mind. She could sanse the pretensions of 2 hollow
argument, a falss scholarship, a biased logic when she came across thems
but she also saw through people in subtler ways. Without being able
to say how, any more than a ocomputer can explain its ewn processes, she
saw them as thay were and not as they tried to seem. It would not be
enough to say that she was & fine moral judge of people. Her comprehension

was breader than that....“16 Prom examples like this it can be seen

that/

16. J. Fowles, The nch Lieutenant's Woman, p.57.
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thet when it comes fo Jealing wiith people and with language much ef
what 15 accepled as true and used in praciice is nolhing final and
absolute, but conjectural and open Lo iuprovement. Huch is never
totally understood, for many things appesr opaque and irreducible into
clear logical forms and formulae. All these things are true in the
sense that it is imposaible to know everything, yet this is nct the same
as to say that we know nothing nor that logic is useless. Rather it
is necessary to separate the two senses ol logic in relation to the senses
of ratvionalily, and realise the appropriate limitations of each legic;
that of sense one 1o deal with everything, and that of sense iwo to
come to final and universal conclusions. Helther of these is possible,
and the existence of two senses bespeaks the efficacy of such limitations,
It is in the conbtext of the limitations of logic that the difficulty
of changing & person's mind 1s realised, and such difficulty is an
cupirical limit sel on logice I'reud was quick tc realise this and
exprecs ite "Uince men are so litile uaccessible to reascnable arguments
and are so entirely governed by their instinctual wishes, why should
one set out lo deprive them of an instinctual satisfaction and repiace
it by reasonable arguments? It is true that men are like this; but
have you asked yoursell whether they must be like this, whether their
innermost nature necessitates it?“l? The colour~blind person can know
sumething of whel others mean when they talk of the green grass and the
blue sky, but this is far from knowing what green and blue are really
like/

17« So Preud, The Future of An Illusion, pe77; S.p.199; J. Wisdom,
Philosophy and ngohoa.nah_ pe 258
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1ike. The person who hag never lost & loved cne may have some 1dea

of what bereavement is about, but cennet really understand why it is
such & devastating thing to so many, To appreclate the peint and force
of an argument requires more than logic and much of our humanity scems
to aect against loglc and reason. The same sort of point from tho
cpposite side can bo seen, if one tries %o imagine rational beings whe
could always reason impeccably and not only that, but act immediately
upon what they had decided without 1t ever occuring to them that there
was an alternative, In such cases exhortation, persuasion, praise,
condemnatlion, and blame would be inappropriate. There would He no
scope for moral Judgment if these peopls were impassive, invulnerable,
and totally self-suffioient.ls But human beings are nome of these things,
but rather subjeot to feeling, vulnerable, and dependent on others, and
likewise do not always and only do what ia the result of & logical
argument. This is back to the tension between totel rationality and
total irrationalitiy, total explenation of everything and totel

inability to express any thing. There are limiis of logic both in the
areas to which it may be applied and in those who apply it. Logic in
sense one of "rationality" is limited by the nmature of the human situation
and language, while in sense two it 1s seen that the limits of logic lie
within man's incapacity to convince universally or to execute fully what
one accepts in a particular context, The argument now turns to a
particular problem expressed as an exauple in theological terms:
subjectivity.

Torrance's/

18, G« Wernock, The Object of Morality, p.l4
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Torrance's account of objeotivity has already been outlined "Reason
is the capacity to behave conseiously in terms of what is not ourselves.
We can express this briefly by saying that reason is the capacity to
behave in terms of the nature of the object, that is to say, to behave
objectively. Reason is thus our capacity for objeotivity“olg To be
attached to the object meant that one was detached from all false
preconceptions and while this was crucial for theology it was simply
part of the one way of human knowledgeozo In the attempt to be true
to this way of knowing, we confront the problem of subjectivity, in
which man imposes his own pattersn on nature and what there is, so that
he is unable to distinguish reality from his own ideas and thinks that
he himself is responsible for all meaning and undarstanding.21 This
problem needs a radical solution according to Torrance and that is a
oonversion.22

Some of the problems of Torrance's account of objectivity and
subjectivity have already been analysed, yet some sort of accounti of
his point must be takan, In the situation of learning, knowing, and
doing, humans are active participants who are making a contribution
such that if a person were not active in observing and interpreting
there would be no learning or knowledge, yet this subjective necessity

must be balanced by o‘bjeotivity.z3

By/

19, T.p.p.ll-l}; MMape232; F.P-p-%ﬁ; Chaptor Three PeDe 130
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21, T.p.p.ﬂi-’lii,jzg 3.9.198.
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By objectivity is meant an objective judgement which is not affected
by idiosyncratic factore such as special interest, hopes and fears of
a person involved, but a judgement which any reasonable and unbiased
person would make in similar circumstances. (This is another stress on
impartiality.) It is again necessary to refer to the two senses of
"rationality", for this is again the situation of tension where complete
objectivity is impossible, and yet total subjectivity is fatal, These
are situations in which people can and do bring universally valid
features and standards to bear and this is limited by the necessary
presence of subjective factars, which can be recognised and allowed for,
and there is the weaker sense of objectivity which is paralleled by sense
two of "rationality". VWhen someone accuses another of subjeotivity and
lack of objectivity this must be put in its proper relation to the
apposite sense of rationality.

The natural limits of rationality heve now been considered in
relation to irrationalism and logic, and now attention turns to the
general limits of different levels of dealing with rationality and the
limits of human capacities. Augustine when asked to define time
complained that he knew perfectly well what time was until he was asked
to define it, He Was not the only one to know more than he could say.
Thomas Brown has a verse to express the same point, "I do not love you,
Dr. Fell}

"I do not love you, Dr. Fell,

But why I cannot tell;

But/
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But this I know full well,
I do not love you, Dg. Fall."zh

This inability to express all that is known has been formalised
by Polanyi into a distinction between tacit and explicit knowing, but
this is an essential feature of knowledge. If one considers the
notion of & "sinner" as it is used commonly in theological eircles and
discussion, one is confronted with someone who is not totally bad.
A sinner could not be someone who always and only sirned or else there
could be no sense in which there would be sin, BSin is a departure
from a standard, a falling short which includes within its sense the
notion of not falling short. In other words, the sinner can be
neither totally bad nor tetally good, neither a saint nor a total
degenerate. To be a sinner implies that one is at some point a saint
or a potential one, and at other times a devil, but neither all the
time. This is the sort of tension expressed already in this chapter
with frrationality and logice To be rational is not to be ratiocnal
on all and every ocecasion with no possibility of being less than rational,
nor is irrationality to be always and only irrational.s This is of
course sense two of "rationality", which is the particular and not the
universal level of the fleatures of rationalitys  The person who srgues
rationally in a particular conteoxt, is like the sinner, liable to fall
from grace., In sense one of "rational", there is no room for such

falling from grace, for to do so is to be reckoned mad or insane.

Tho/
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The sinner who is finally irredeemable is no longer a sinner, but a
lost soul. There are in rationality particular human limits which
must be borne in mind in the aseription of rational grounds and argument.
These are the limits of knowledge, what we do not know; the limits of
appreciation, what implications we fail to realise and the subtleties
we fail to appreciate; the limit of will, expressed by the Apostle
Paul as the doing of evil which he wishes to avoid and the failure
to do the good which he wished to doj and the limit of values, in
failing to extend moral values either far enough or consistently enough.25
The limitations of human capacities in the area of rationality
arise from the faet that people are human agents who are subject to
weakness of will, subjective involvement, emotional overtones, and
wickedness. People are also unable to offer a totally accurate
prediction of the future and especially of the future of human knowledge
and how it will develop. The description of situations and of reality
is necessarily selective and influenced by our own projections., "Human
beings in general are not just naturally disposed always to do what it
would be best that they should do, even if they see, or are perfectly
in a position to see, what that is. Even if they are not positively
neurotic or otherwise maladjusted, people are naturally somewhat prone
to be moved by shorte-run rather than long=run considerations, and often
by the pursuit of more blatant, intense, and obtrusive satisfactions

rather than those cooler ones that on balance would really be better" .26

We/

25, P, Nidditch, ibid, p.10; RVR.P.4k; Q.p.35; Downie, Roles and
Values, p.p.28-9; S. Weil, Gravity and Grace, p.87.
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We are all limited in our rationality by our prejudices, attractions,

fears and suspicions, and the complaint that even in philesophy of

religion some philosophers do not apply the same high analytic standards

that they presumably employ when engaged in symbolic logic or in the

analysis of secience rings true when it is remembered that some of the

things which may determine conclusions nay come from the desire to

be different, to be thought intellectually superior, a quirk of taste,

the influence of others, and the atirastion of the unreachable and the

unaccoptable.27
Human beings are limited both in their capacities and in the

exeoution of their capacities. Kazantzakis describes one possible

view of our situation in the form of a parable. "Oace upon a time there

was a little village, lost in the desert., All its inhabitants were

blind. A great King passed by followed by his army. He was riding

an enormous elephant. The blind people heard of it. They had heard

a great deal about elephants and were moved by a great desire tc touch

this fabulous animal, %2 get an idea of what it was. About ten of

them, let's say the notables, set out. They begged the King for

permission to touch the elephant - 'I give you permission, touch i%!'

sald the King, One of them touched its trunk, another its fooi, another

its flenks, one was raised up sov that he might feel its ear, another

was seated on its back and given & ride. The blind men went back to

their village enchented. All the other blind people crowded round

them,/

27+ W. Bartley, Morality and Religion, p.18; Lecky, The Dige and
Influenge of Rétionalism, p.p.xiv-xv; Hodges, ibid, p.65
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them, asking them greedily what sort of thing this fantastic beast,

the elephant was., The first seid: 'It is a big pipe that raises
itself mighlily, ourls, and woe to you if it catches youl' Another
said: 'It is a hairy pillar!' Another; 'It is a wall, like a fortress,
and it too is hairy.' Another, the one who had felt the ear: 'It's
not a wall at all; it's a carpet of thick wool coarsely worked, which
moves when you touch it.' And the last cried: 'What's that nonsense
you're talking? It's an enormous walking nountain"’,za It does

appear that as far as human capacities are concerned to some extent
people are blind, and that what is to be known, like the elephant, is
far greater than can be perceived or expressed. But this is only to
desoribe the condition with reference to sense two of "rationality".
As far as sense one is concernmed it may be said that the person who
consistently tries to be reasonable about evil deeds, the robber who
thought it wrong, who knew that the old lady he robbed had no money

or valuables and that he was very fond of her, is not so much in the
wrong by what he did as by the fact that he does not know, value,
appreciate or will appropriately. This leads to the point where it
is necessary to break off ascribing rationality to a person in the case
of madness or in the case of animals. This is not so much the failure
to follow through implications and the occasional falling short of a
standard, but the continual failure to appreciate the basic rudiments
of knowledge, value and behaviour. What is debatable is the breaking
off/

28. N, Kazantzakis Christ Recrucified, p.180



380

off point where the failure to be rationel in sense two becomes the
failure to be rational in sense one, and this ocan be expressed only
in light of particuler contexts and backgrounds, where the universally
acceptable is regularly and easily rejected without the realisation of
the need for argument end replacement.

The npatural limits of rationality have been locked at in relation
to irratioralism as it is found in nature and in marn as well ag a
philosophical doctring; to logic with its necessity yet limitetions,
to buman capacities and weaknesses, but finelly the account turms to
congider the limits set on rationality due to a variety in levels of
thinking and understanding., By this is meant putting the two renses
of "rationality" agalnst the background of the variety of levels we are
confronted with in knowledge and the systemisation of it. One example
of the problem of variety of levels is presented by Torrance. IHe
states that, "It is impossible to reduce to thought how thought is
related to being, else all we are left with 1s mere thought; it is
likewise impossible to state in statements how statements are related

%0 being nevertheless, in authentic lmowledge being shows thruugh,"z9

and "As it is impossible to state in statements the relation of

gtatements to being, so 1t is inmpossible to logiealize the relation

of different logiocal levels to mactual existence: all that linguistis

and loglcal forms can do is to indicate where thay come to an end, to

show their boundary by bresking off the process of formalization in

order that actual existence may be allowed to thrust itself upon our
thought."”° What is meant by salking of different levels of understanding

may/
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may be seen in two practical examples. James suggests that, "A
Beethoven string-quartet is truly, as someone has daid, 2 scraping of
horses' tails on Cat's bowels, and may be exhaustively deseribed in

such terms; but the application of this desoription in no way preoludes
the simultaneous applicability of an entirely different dasoriptionﬁ.jl
The point about different levels may also be seen int he difference
between the way we know the countryside by reference to a map and our
knowledge of it gained by the familiarity which comes from walking about
it regularly. The one is oritical, articulated and can be set down
according to strict rules, while the other is aeritical, preverbal,

and instinctive in something of the same way that reliance on our
senses is instinctive.

Problems arise when there is the failure to take seriously the
distinoctions of level. Often traditional forms of logic are too narrow
and restricted to deal with every new discovery of features of reality.
Traditionallogic tends to oversimplify and therefore to distort. In
general the failure to be aware of different levels leads to an impassé.
For example, if the Hare-Fool controversy is recalled and the impasse of
that situation and debate, it can ben seen that there is a csse to be
made for separating the two accounts to deal with different levels.

Hare is relevant to the level of the form of any and every moral argument,
and his point is that what is invelved in 2 moral argument is universale-

1izability. Foot and her supporters, on the other hand, are at a
totally/

31, W, James, The Will to Believe, p«76.
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totally different level, which 1s the content of moral jJudgement

rather than the form, &5 in Hare's ocase. Their point is that in fact
moral Judgements always have something to do with what i1s gcod for one
and what is harmful to one. The problem with their argument is that
these two levels are not clearly separated., The account which Rawls
gives which has already been drawn upen is &lsc relevant here, for he
wishes to separate the level of Justifying a particular cese by
reference to an accepted standard from the justification of a practice
as a whole, which requires diffarent levels of argument, The danger
is that one particular level will be held %o be the standard to which
all else must attain, and this is the sort of thing that the sceptic is
guilty of when he tries to make all knowledge conform to a single simple
pattern in every case,

The gnlution te the problem of levels is to learn to think on
different levels and on each level to be consistent without mixing up
the levels, Aristotle had the basic idea and it has been taken up by
Polanyi that there are different levels of living beings =~ the vegstative,
that of musculer action, that of patierns of behaviour, that of

intelligenoce, and that of responsible choice.32

Fodel and Quine have
made the same sort of polint though with reference to different things,
the realm of logic, epistemologr, and reference, The operation of a
higher level cannot be totally accounted for by the laws which are
relevant to a lower level, and the querying of all reference does not

naZe sense wilthout something relative to which such reference can be

scught/
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sought and understood.’j
Theologians often claim that pert of the misunderstanding of the

subject-=matter of theology resulis from the fallure to realise that
theologian operates with & dif'ferent interpretative framework and with
distinctive conceptual forms which are appropriate to its own subject
matter.S# This does not necessarily entail a full-blown Barthian
system, but rather, givea the natural limits of rationality in relation
to the different levesl of what there is and whal we know, we may act
acoordingly. We accept the limit of each level as we come to it.

One moves to auncother level which is appropriate to the matier in hand
and seeks to develop language and concepis which are themselves approp=
zriate.35 This is especially important within sense two of "rationmality"
where the disputants must always be seeking new ways of expressing what
they disagree aboul and how to solve that disagreement. This means

too that we must look for an appropriate degree of proofs In other
words, at the level of sense two, there must be no demand or expectation
of having evidence in accordance with sense one of "rational", rather
Arigstotle's advice is recalled te look only for the degree of oxaotitude

and clarity appropriate to the question at hand.36

In/

33« Polapyi, Encounter, May 1965, pel5; Quine, Onologicel Relativity
Other Essays p.p-53.5k‘5.
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In gecking Lo exumine the natural liamilis of rationality, an acocount
has been given of the limit on rationality which results from irrational
featwres of the world and of man. The limits on rationality from the
docivine of irrationalisa and the criticism ol it have been seen.

There has been exsmination of the way that logic while nececsary is
dlimited by subjectivily, emction, aud wickeduess, and then consideration
of' the way that human capacities and different leves of understaunding
form & set of liwits on rationallitly which must Le worked out at two
levelse It has been seen throughout these limits thet the besic
distinction of two senses of "rationelity" is relevant and important and
this distinction must be made in all discussicn and argument in relatiem
to the limitc discussed. But further these limitis must be applied to
each different argument and discussion situation as they arise and the
effect of +the limits of rationslily seen in .ractice rather {than in
theoretical terms. This ocutline of naturel limits, like all sections

on limits, is decigned to show not only that argument is possille, but

t¢ of'f'er some means of conducting that argument, and it is my contention
that given the understanding of the limits of rationality in nutural
verms, such discussion will be clearer i'rom the realisatlion, that
irretionsl features must be dealt with yet that same irrationalivy is
limited, that logic is necessary, but is itself limited, thal human beings
have varying capacities and weaknesses which must be tuken account of, and
that there are diff'erent levels of understanding to be discerned, not tha
least of which includes the separation of iwo basic senses of rationality.
But not only that, for by examining the natural limits of rationality a clearer
idca of rationality itself is evident especially &s it 1s used in argument

and discussion,
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2, The Situatio Limits

The account turns now from the consideration of the natural limits
of rationality to an examination of some of the situational limits.
Again this is part of the threefold answer to the threefold attack on
Bartley and Torrance. An attempt is being made to provide a
corrective to the failure of Torrance and Bartley to examine the limits
in rationality and especially the situational ones, This is also to
try to make room for the critic to have a genuine basis from which he
may offer criticisme This is done by looking at the astual situations
of belief, oritiocism, argument, persuasion, explanation, justification,
and change where it is possible to discern some features of limitation
which are relevant in terms of rationality in specific situations.
Finelly, the intention is to put flesh and blood on the basic distinction
of the two senses of "rationality" and thus to off'er at the same time an
account of rationality which is more adequate than those earlier eritiocised.
It will be shown not only that argument is possible on the basis of an
adequate account of the nature of rationality, but also how such argument
may develop and the sort of issues which are important for this. I
shall also be drawing on certain points which have already been argued
for in earlier chapters and bringing these together in relation both to
the situational limits of rationality and the two basic senses of
"rationality" outlined. The examination is of belief, then criticism,
argument, persuasion, explanation, justification and finally change in
order to discover some of the situational limits of rationality.

beliefs or a particular belief must make a difference to the person
who accepts it. It may be the case that certain beliefs are related to
particular affections and values, and take the form of some sort of

ultimate/
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ultimate commitment, yet there is always this relation to a difference
in having the belief as opposed to not having it. The man who believes
in God will not only look at death in a different light because of his
belief, but it will affect his attitude to many things in the here and
now as well as the hereafter. Belief results in action in the same sort
of way that the acceptance of e rule of morality brings the responsibility
of obeying it given the opportunity. Hare emphasises the close relation
of belief and action when he states that, "if believing something is a
kind of thinking, we can find out what a man believes by studying his
actions; and likewise, if holding a moral principle, or desiring something,
or having a certain purpose, are in a wide sense kinds of thinking, we
can find out about a man's principles or purposes or desires by studying
his actions".l

However it is still the case that belief's may no!t rest upon the
sort of grounds that one would like them to, and it may not be possible
to give the sort of evidence that one ought for them, Though this may
be off'set by the realisation that there seems to be some sort of scaling
of beliefs from those which are open to refutation by direct evidence
against them to those which seem to hold a privileged place in our
thinking and are held immune from much criticism because they are
especially important, Prart of such a scale may depend onthe nature of
what is believed, and the way that it is believed. Belief iz often the
sort of thing that comes and goes according to what is felt at some
particular time and what has been happening to adjust the circumstances

of belief, The sort of point which is in mind has been drawn by Penelhum

in/
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in his discussion of the rationality of religious belief. He suggests
that, "It makes rough sense; it has a discermable verification structure;
it does no%t defeat itslef by intermal contradiction or need not do soj;
it can absorb and need not flout scientific knowledge; and it is able
not only to peint to myriad evidences of its alleged truth but to absorb
counterevidence by means of its inclusion of eschatolegical expeotations
and to explain the very fact of unbelief in terms of men's alleged
rebellion against the God it proclaims. This, then, makes belief an
open option for & rational being to ohoae“.2 If it is this kind of
rough sense which a man claims and ‘offers, then it is important not to
make a strong olaim f'or knowledge, but rather to be content to describe
what is claimed as known in the language of belief's The danger in
siutations of argument is that on the one side the eritic makes too
strong a demand on the defender of a view failing to realise that not
all understanding is at one level. But it is just as likely that the
defender in his eagerness to have his view accepted overstates his case
and makes claims for it that are not Justified. Thus it is important
in a particular situation to decide in terms of belief or knowledge in
the sense of the standard being worked with. It is possible, of course,
only to believe what is thought to be true. It would certainly be
paradoxical for a man to say that something is good but that he does not
approve of it, or that he approves of something but that it is not goed,
but the paradox here would be equal to someone saying that something is
ture but that he doee not believe it, or that he believes something but,
of course, it is not true. It is hoped that what is believed is true,

but/
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but care must be exercised in the knowledge and truth claims made for
a partiocular belief in light of the evidence actually at hand and nothing
beyond that.

In the realm of belisf it must be resalled that it is not knowledge

in sense one of "rationality" 3 that is being dealt with,

though & person does make partiocular truth claims. But the extent and
nature of those trutheclaims are limited in that it is not proof in any
universal and final sense which is being claimads Brunner makes the
same sort of point. "In the sphere of faith... there is no security;
here there are no sensible or mental points of support; here there is
no calming of the mind; nor any self'=assurance; faith is a venture;
it means hanging on a thread, not standing on solid groundj it is an
attitude »f complete dependence, and indeed, of depasndence upon Another,
and 1t is therefore the abiding mystery within the revslation. This
does not mean that faith is uncertainty, but that it always has uncertainty

on its left hand."3

Though Brunner has exaggerated the dogree of doubt
involved in faith, for there are many kinds of reasons which may be given
for the dscision to believe rather than not to, he has some validity in
that a balief is something that, at the time of holding cannot be fully
Jjustified. This is of vital concern both to the believer as he secks

to persuade the unbeliever and therefore runs the risk of failing to
realise tho limitations of belief as opposed to knowledge, and to the
unbeliever who when faced with something ho does not undorstand must

avoid/
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avoid demanding of it more than it claims, e.g., he must not ask for
final irrefutable proof, when only a firmly accepted hypothesis is
offered. Faith means belief in something concerning which doubt is
8till theoretically or practically possible. The point is again that
faith and belief, like the idea of "simner" and rationality and
irrationality, rests on a kind of tension between what is claimed and
what cannot be claimed. The believer must know something yet he
cannot continue to call it belief if he knows everything about it,
hence the tension. This tension is part of the actual situational
limit of rationality as it relates to belief,

These then are some of the limitations of rationality in relation
to belief, They are the tenuous nature of belief in its genesis,
in the evidence held and off'ered for it, and in its conversion into
action, Sense one of "rationality" is only concerned with belief
as it relates to what all men must believe universally, while most
of what has been examined is really in terms of sense two, where there
is still room for disagreement and argument. VWhen confronted with a
statement of belief, it is necessary first of all to inquire which
level of rationality is concerned and to approach the standards and
limits of such beliefs accordingly. Then one must go on to see, in
| the very definite situation, the kinds of limits there are on rationality
as it applies to both levels of the senses of rationality = they relate
to belief. While it is possible for the unbeliever to disregard
totally belief, this does not exempt the believer from dealing with
the problems of' unbelief., So it is necessary to consider how one

ought to react to criticism of belief. Pascal seemed to believe that

the/
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the best way to deal with such criticism was to keep the right sort
of company, as belief appeared to be highly contagiouu.h However,,
the rational examination of coritioism may have more to offer than a
retreat to group psychology and socioclogy.

The question facing the believer is how to deal with the problem
of eriticism. This notion has already been analysed and some of its
limits seens, It was argued that criticism ought to be based on
neutrality allowing for both positive and negative criticism, that
one ought to be acquainted with the cbject of criticism to criticise,
that the occasion of criticism was when something went wrong either
due to failure or error, It was also decided that ocriticism to be
genuine was intended to bring about change, improvement, or elimination
of error, though it was possible to oriticise with a view to clarification
and explanation. Criticism must have appropriate backing, in terms of
evidence or authority. It presupposed understanding and intelligence
and the capaecity to adapt in light of criticism as well as the
opportunity to respond to criticism, by argument. It was seen how
important it was that the person criticised, when it was a person,
might be able to appreciate the eriticism, and that this might be
mitigalied by circumstances. In general it was shown that criticism
could be more or less appropriate, varied with circumstances, one's
relation to the person, objeot, an. one’s view of the object criticised.
Criticism might be theoretical, pragtical, psychelogical, moral, or
religious, and that within these fields there were varying forms and

standards/
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standards of oriticism, It was also seen that not everything might
be open to oriticim.s
All of these pointsprovide a basic technique for the detail of
how to approach and deal with criticism in various situvations, bdbut
it must rest on a prior settling of the question of what level of
criticism is being dealt with., In terms of sense one of "rationality"
it can be seen that the question of eriticism ecannot easily arise
without some extraordinary evidence, while in relation to sense two,
it is seen that both in expressing and dealing with eriticism there
is a good deal of room for manoceuvre. This means that in religious,
moral and metaphysical terms there is no need for an immediate retreat
to commitment, but rather the need for close analysis of the object
of criticism, and the nature and scope of that criticism. Part of
such an inquiry must involve asking questions, and it is necessary
therefore to move from criticism in general to the asking of genuine
questions.
Where there are questions, there is room for argument even if
that argument is solely whether or not there is a question to be asked.
Where there is such a question there is room for reasoning processes,
and there must be at least something that can be said which is relevant
to the dispute. But questions which are asked in the midst of such
disagreement must be real questions in the sense that the answer is

not alreedy known to them. Fven for there to be recognition that

there/
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there is a question at stake means that there is some ground between
the two sides over what is to count as a question and to some extent
what will therefore tend to count as an answer to it. This is
important in argument, for on Torrance and Bartley's accounts there
was no room for the critic to take up eny position, but this is not
the ocase on the view of rationality I am propounding. It is egainst
the agreed background of sense one of "rationality" that two disputing
parties may go on to discuss the kinds of standards which they will
accept in partiocular cases, which are at the level of sense two of
"rationality”. It is necessary therefore to ensure that the questicns
at issue are real questions which can be answered and to describe what
is going to count as having answered the question, Real questions
must have some sort of eff'ect in that they are the sort of questions
which will be followed upe If an answer is given, that answer will
make a difference, and we shall be affected by what is given in response
to what is asked. In other words, one must move away from purely
academic disputes which have no real eff'ect because they are not
questions which matter to the asker or to anyone else. No one will
act upon these sorts of queries, and the person asked, sensing this,
refuses to answer, for he does not wish to play pointless games.

What is being argued for is genuine questioning, which is no game, but
rather & genuine desire to learn, to change, to arrive at fuller and
more true conclusions and beliefs. One of the situational limits of

rationality must relate to an appreciation of what sort of question

is/
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is being asked, its seriousness, and its genuinemess, With this will
be some understanding of what is required to answer it and what will
satisfy the qperyoe

What is required for a better understanding of the situational
limits of rationality is the develepment of genuine questions which
fulfil the sorts of stendards being desoribed. Questions which have
answers still to be learmed, and which are appropriate to what is under
consideration, It is essential to devdop avpropriate questions,
appropriate both to the proper level of rationality involved, eppropriate
to the partiocular context and subjeet under review, ani appropriate
to the evidence and sources available on which to meke response, At
level one of rationality if is difficult to imagine the formulating
of genuine new gquestions, but at level %two it is necessary to concentrate
on deciding whether or not this particular question is appropriate and
genuine according to its particular context and situation.?

There has been examination of belief, its oriticism, and the
asking of questions in relation to this criticism and the isolatien
of certain limits which it is necessary to be aware of in the actual
situation of argument and discussion where rationality is involved,
and that is of course in every such situation. But now attention is
turned to the consideration of the situational limits of argument in
general, In any argument it is first of all impertant to understand
what the argument is about, to discover in what respects one disagrees
and the commeon ground necessary on the basis of which disagreement can

take place. One of the situational limits of being able to deseribe

the/

6+ Tepel,123-4,130; S.peps53=4; Bambrough, Reason, Truth and Ged,
PeD 011-6"'7 ,11-9.10&-.

7. G. Warnock, The Objeet of Horality, pep.121=2; Te.pepe94,124J20-1,
229; Sepe53; MuM.p.123; J. Haolurray, The Self as Agent, p.2l;
Coulson, "Christianity in the Age of Seience", p.27.
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the measure of disagreement is that it is possible for two people to
agree on all the facts and still differ on the conclusion, for example,
whether they should say "Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God". The
disagreement here is not so much & factual one as rather a conflict in
attitudes and hence in outloock and aotion.B It may not be possible
in such disputes to offer a crucial experiment to decide between such
disagreement, but this need not be to say that theve is no correct and
no wrong answer. The same sort of situation arises in legal proceedings
and it is interesting to consider the kinds of argument offered over
such notions as the exercising of reasonable care, and the legal
standing of a bill as a documeni. In such cases the reasons offered
are like the legs of & chair, rather than consecutive links in a chain,
They have a cumulative ef'fect, and must be taken as a whole or lose
their cogency. OSimilar sorts of judgements take place when a doctor
decides whet is wrong from a patient's symptoms, and when a detective
spots the eriminal from the available clues.9 These processes of
argument are not the reaching of arbitrary decisions. Rather the
need to look at the situation as & whole is seen and especially as
regards the particular context, and to determine within that context
what the standards of semse, meaning, and so of argument in general are
to be., The situation and its particular features limit the kind and

degree of argument which may be used, at this level two of "rationality".

When/
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When we are invelved in an argument, however, it is necessary
to recognise what would comnt for and against each of the views which
are in debate, In situations of disagreement, there must be at least
one person wrong, and where it can be known that someone is wrong there
should be the possibility of discovering who is correo‘t.lo Right
and wrong in argument relate to truth and falsity in logical terms.
As Bartley notes, "The practice of oritical argument and logic are
bound together. We can reject logic, but to do so is to reject the
practice of argmment. What we cannot do is to go on arguing oritically
after we have rejected the idea that true premisses must, in a valid
argument, lead to true cnnclusiona”.ll Bartley not only makes the
point of the interconnection of logic and argument but in defining
what is to count as eriticism, outlines three kinds of argument.
These are: "l., arguments purporting to reveal some internal inconsistency
in the position under attack; 2, arguments for the falsity of the
position; and 3. arguments to the effect that the position is
unsatisfactory from a methodolegical point of view".lz However, one
needs too to be aware of the whole family of logical relations and
not to liwmit argument by too narrow a conception of logic. It has
been stated that there are at least two basic senses of logle which
tnlafe to the two basic senses of "rationality". Thus in argument
each side requires to clarify which level it is dealing with - sense
one or two, and then to explicate the standards of that level whioch will,

of course, be limited by the particular situation and subject-matter.

Argument/

10, Bambrough, Rggaong Truth, and God, pepe53=4,78,101.
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Argument deals not Jjust with the form or content of criticism,
but also with the person argued against and there 1s the necessity te
come to grips with the personal aspects of attitude in argument, and
not just the mechanics of debate. It 1s necessary to understand why
a person is attracted to his particular viewpoint, and this may invelve
us in a deeply personal exploration, which may involve a frank and
emotionslly disturbing discussion. Whatever the difficulty in this,
it is still true that ergument does have an effect. There are those
who fecl that this can be overstressed and that arguments play but a
minor role. ‘“Definite arguments are the symptoms and pretexts, but
seldom the causes, of the change. Thelir chief merit is to accelerate
the inevitable crisis. They derive their force and efficacy from
their conformity with the mental habits of those to whom they are
addressed. [Reasoning which in one age would make no impression
whatever, in the next is received with enthusiastic applauae.“l3
Certainly argument is not everything in such a situation, but if it
is futile to argue with a person with different presuppositions inte
one's own rosition rationally, then if a decision has to be reached,
one can ohly resort to irrational persuasion or forcs. It is just
thisg flear of the resort to force which frightons and ought to frighten
all those who attempt to belittle argument., Argument mey be limited,
and. it is certainly necessary to examine arguments with reference to
their particular background, but nevertheless argument is far better
than foree, if humen values of lif'e and freedom are to count for anything.
Thus argument is limited in connection with ratiocnality by the particular
situation/

13. Lecky, The Rise gg% Iig;ggggg of Rationalism, pe.viij ReCep.220,
Re Franklin, "Can osophers Reach the Truth?", p.2L4.
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situation where it occurs. There is the need and the difficulty of
deciding the area of agreeoment and disagreement, the problem of different
attitudes to the same facts, the nature of certain cumulative types of
argument which need to be related to partiocular situations and standards
within those situations, and the problem of the way that personal
factors may limit rationality in situstions; yet despite all these
there is still the necessity for argument rather than force, and arguers
must clarify what they are about and at which level of rationality they
are functioning, 2s well as the standards relative to the particular
context they are cohcermed with, so that diseussion may go on, and
force be rejected as & means of persuasion,

Argument has been examined, but now this is taken a step further
to the notion of persuasion. Concentration will be on one particular
example of this, though the points made are eually applicable teo
persuasion in moral and metaphysical discussion, Torrance states the
problem of theological persuasion as the inability to communicate God
to men directly and therefore the need to refer other minds to something
beyond ourselves.n The difficulty in such & situation is that there
are two different frames of reference involved. It is essential
somehow to bring others to see and hear the reality we refer to in the
same way ag we see and hear it. To do this one needs to furnish
others with an interpretative framework to gulde their recognition of
the reality referred to. However it is necessary to be aware of a |

possible/
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possible dichotomy in such persuasion. "We may persuade people by

convicting their minds and bringing them to assent to what we say, or

we may persuade them by moving their feelings and evoking from them
the response we desire. In both cases persuasion induces a belief
and leads to & commitment, but in the former the comntrolling facter

is rational judgement rather than an emotive reaotioa.”l5 If we

598

menipulate feelings without proper regerd to the role of the intelleot

then persuasion is not relgted to rationality but to psychological
manipulation.
The danger is of winning the argument but losing the person.

We may succeed in destroying the other person's arguments but so hurt

his feelings that after the argument is apparently over he will be trying

to find new arguments, which will selvage his pride. We need in

persuasion and argument a degree of sympathy which can penetrate

behind observable bshaviour and put ourselves in another's situation,

though this may not be easy to doe People are affected by what they

ought not to be and not afieeted by what they ought, and when we are
confronted by such we do argue and seek to persuade, because of our
confidence in the power of reason, nevertheless such confidence may
only be valid from our partiocular viswpoint.l6 rersuasion must be
aware of the personal aspects in argument, yet be true to rational

grounds and presentation.

There/
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There has been examination of argument and persuasion and something
of the limits of both these forms in practice has been seen, but this
must be put against the background of the two senses of "rationality"
stresseds There are two particular levels of argument, one appropriate
to what is logically accepted by all and every man, and the other
referring to what makes rational sense within a particular context and
is logical, given certain premisses, which may themselves be debatable,
So in persuasiocn, this means that it does not malie sense to persuade
someone of what he must accept, unless there is some total breakdown
of personality. The sort of thing in mind here is seen in the
difference between a general, a businessman, and a judge looking at
their problems over and against a neurotic’s examination of his own.
"But the general, the businessman and the judge may consider their
problems. very petiently and still be very different from the neurotic.
The neurotic may discuss his problems « he may indeed = but he never.
means business; the discussion is not s means to action, to something
other than itself; on the contrary, after a while we get the impressien
that in spite of his evident unhappiness and desire to come from
hesitation to decision he also desires the discussion never to end
and dreads its ending."17 The neuvotic's failure is symptomatic of
his inability to accept what must be accepted, and that is of course,
level one of "rationality". In contrast, level two is the area of
persuasion outlined, where there is the attempt to bring the other to
"intuition", or to express sympathetically something new. This does

not/

17. Wisdom, Philosophy and Psychoanalysis, p.p.172, 178-9.
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not therefore degenerate into decisicnism, but rather requires arguments
and persuasive techniques to be clearly related to the particular
context and presuppositions involved in-that conteit, and not offered
or rejected as "rational" in senge one rather than in sense two,.

Having looked at questions, argument and persuasion, consideration
turns now to the actual situstional limitations of rationalitly as they
relate to explanation. Torrance's complaint against modern
epistemology rested on the faulty disjunction of explanation from
understanding, each becoming diatorted.la Explanation may be in
response to a particular demand, query, or atliack, It may be an
attempt to convinee, e.g., evangelism, or it may be rather an attempt
at greater understanding for oneself’, in other words, an appropriation
on one's own behalf, It was earlier outlined that there are degrees
and kinds of explanation and this wes especially true of the difference
between saying everything and saying something. There is more than
one kind of explenation. "We may legitimately and usefully explain
a large-scale and complex argument or book or musical or artistic
composition by an internal process of relating parts to each other,
and to the whole, without necessarily or at every peint making reference
to other arguments or boocks or oompoaitians.19 Explanation as it
relates to sense one must be the bringing out of the implications
alveady there, and these implications are those accepted by all

reasonable men, Most commonly, however, we explain with reference

to/
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to sense two of "rationality"™ where we cannot say everything, but
rather, something, and that something is in terms of the particular
context, I earlier drew on Rawl's distinction between justifying a
procedure as a whole, and justifying something by reference to that
prooadure.zo The seame holds for explanation. In explaining at
level one of "rationality", we appeal to what all can and do acocept,
while explanation at lovel two is with reference to a particular
procedure, set of procedures, or presuppositions, which need to be
described and accepted before the explanation is counted by the other
as sufficient,

There is also a limit on the demand for evidence. VWhile it is
perfectly reasonable to ask for evidence for theologlcal statements,
it is not reasonsble to demend that such evidence should conform te
canons based on natural secience or social science, But once one has
entered into a particular viewpoint, then there is a verification
structure, hence the importance of being sble to deseribe to the
outsider the standards and framework of what is involved in a particular
setiing. Sense two of "rationality" relatea to this sort of evidence
which is meaningful within a particular context, while sense one
relates to that evidence which all and every reasonable man must accept.
At this level to talk of a reason and evidence 1s to deal with the
universal aspect, that which counts as a reason in one case must count
as a reason in every similar case unless there are speciai reasons for
ignering it,

William/
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William James has suggested a different kind of limit which
applies to evidence {or rationality. When we are confronted by what
is rational evidence on James' account we shall be aware of this faot
because of certain subjeotive marks. He asks, "Vhet, then, are the
marks? A strong feeling of ease, peace, rest is one of themes The
transition from a state of puzzle and perplexity to rational comprehension
is full of lively relief and pleasure".21 This sense of "peace" may
not be so tenuous as it first appears, for it maj arise as a cure to
a particular feeling on unease, It may happen when the unbeliever
oomes to share the believer's way of looking at things after the
secular explanations of particular phenomena have ceased to satisfly
him and, in their place, religious accounts seem more satisfactory.
If there is a genuine communication of evidence it will be at level
two of "rationality®. It is the accepting of proof in the sense that
one comes to feel the same as. One appreciates and values as the
other does. Ve would in this case need to be sure that it was possible
%o have this experiences Can we see and hear as the saint, hero,
artist, or critic sees and hears and to what extent? Can e indeed
share the experience of another? The believer says, "Taste and see
that the Lord is good.," But it wust be noted that the offering of
such proof may be limited by recalling that if there is scope here
for proof, there is equal scope for disproof.

There are in practice, indeed, changes of.belief on the basis of
aevidence. M"If Christian faith is ever completely lost, it must be

aither
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either because certain events are now encountered whose contrary
witness 1s so overpowering as altogether to undermine our relisnce
upon these paradigmatic events, or else because the divine significance
of the peradigmatic events themselves now evaporates {rom our mind,
whether as a result of further consideration of them or from negligently
ceasing %o think of them at all, Either way it may be said that a
man loses his falth only if he now sees things differently from how
hehad formerly seen them; and, save that it is & different kind of
seeing which is here in question, it 1s in this way also that the
physical scientist comes to reject beliefs which he had formerly
entertainadtaz Thus disproof may arise from either coming upon an
internal inconsistency or on realization o completely new evidence
80 overpowering as to fefute eariier belief's,

In the area of the situational limits of rationality in respeot
to evidence the stress has been on the variety of explanation, the
demand for appropriatencss, and the verification structure involved
in adopting &nd living in a particular setting. This was related to
the two levels of "rationality”, Now attention turms to justification,
I have already outlined this oconcept and draw on that account, It
was shown that justification relafed not Just to the giving of reasons,
but the giving of good reasons., Justification is in general terms
backward looking, except when in reference to future plans, It rests
on agreement as to what is to be justified in light of a particular
breakdown. One must take care to analyse such breakdowns to clarify

the/

22, J. Baillis, The Sense of The Presence of God, pepe72,75.



the nature cf the justification asked for. If someone queries an
action of mine by asking why I did it, there are a variety of possible
sense involved. This may be a simple request for information as to
the causal, psychological, or physiological funections at work. It
may rather be & request for orientation to combat the feeling of lostness
expressed by, "Why on earth did you do that"? Or it may be a request
in anger. "What the hell do you think you are up to?". To justify
requires that there is agreement as to what is to be justified and alse
agreement as to what is to count as having succeeded in justifying or
having failed. Justification is appropriate in response to queries
or criticism only if there are genuine alternatives open to the person
in the particular situation. In other words, one way to deal with the
demand for justification 4S by stating that there was no alternative.
A1l justification must come to an end somewhere, but it is essential
to beware of drawing that finishing line too aoan.23 Rather, with
Hare, cne would say, "If pressed to justify a decision completely, we
have to give & complete specification of the way of life of which it
is a part. This complete specification it is impossible in practice
to give; the nearest attempts are those given by the great religions,
especially those which can point to historical persons who carried out
the way of life in prectice, If the inquirer still goes on asking
'But why should I live like that?' then there is no further answer to
give him, because we have laready ex hypothesi said everything that
could/

B i b ]
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could be included in this further a.nawer."zk' Justification varies
acoording to circumstances, the object, and the person concerned.
There seem to be two general levels of justification, one by
verification and the other by results and action.

Against this general background of' the nature and limits of
Justification in rationality, it is necessary to return to the two
levels of "rationality". These are parallel to the two levels of
Justification of a whole system and justification of a particular
action by reference to a standard. One justifies in sense one by
reference to what is universally acceptable, The point may be seen
from the difference between the philosopher (in this case standing for
the reasonable man) and the psychotic and neurotic. "there is a big
difference between the philosopher and both the psychotic and the
obsessional neurotic. It lies in the flow of justificatory talk, of
rationalization, which the philosopher produees when asked why he takes
the extraordinary line he does. It is true that both the psychotic
and neurotic listen to reason and defend themselves. The philosopher
defends himself more elaborately....Vhen we call justifying talk
'rationalization' we hint that we are not impressed by it and do not
expest others to be. But we are impressed by the philosopher's talk,
it has a universal effeet, reluctantly we are impressed by it."25
The ocoasions when one is called upon to justify a practice in such
an universal fashion are rare exceptions, especially in contrast to

the aotivity of justification in sense two of "ratlionality". Such

justification/
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justification is only possible in context, with a certain shared

outlook on life or at least on standards. Ultimately the justifiocation
of a partioular action or belief only makes sense when the whole system
is presented, and accepted or rejected. Thus the task of the apologist
must be to drew the objector's attention to the various features of

the system, and the objector must be aware in his attack and demand fer
justification of the overlapping connections of support within a
dooctrinal fleld.

Having said all this it is still true that there are changes in
belief and action, One of the things which must undermine most the
extreme rationalist view is that some scientific doctrines are now in
a category of respected as once reasonable, but are now superseded.
Changes do occur in sociel fterms as well as individual ones. Dutb
such change for the individual does not occur in & vacuum, For the
religious person to become an unbeliever, something must happen suggests
Agassi, "To be drawn to our present discussion, the religious person
must be dissatisfied, diseppointed, frustrated., He may, then, loock
to reason for consolation. And, teking a small dose of reason to
support his religion, he mey indeed, 211 too easily destrcy his religiem.
But this alone will not do, FHe has to be doubly frustrated: Resson
destroys his religion and fails to replace it", 2

In this section of the situstional limits of rationality an attempt
has been made to show that some account can be given of the limits of
rationality, that there is room for the eritic, and that there is an

account of rationality adequate to the complexity of the subjectenatier,

Y
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I have been outlining the situational limits of rationality against
the baekground of the two basic senses of rationality descoribed and
with this showing not only that genuine argument and discussion can
take plage, but offering some sort of pointer to the issues whiech
ought to be dealt with if such discussion is to be fruitfule To

this end the limits on belief, criticism, argument, persuasion,
Justification and chauge were seens Specific points of how
rationality is limited in definite situalions, stressing the importance
of the clarification of both the situalion and the standards involved

when discussion on a rational basis 1s taking place, were also aades



3s__The Sooial Limits,
In this section as in the others on the limits of rationality the

aim is to do three things. [Firstly it is to draw aitention to certain
limits which were overlooked in Bartley and Yorrance's accounts, then
tc show that there is an account of rationaliiy which allows the oritic
a position from where to launch an attack, and finally to off'er a more
adequate account of rationality based on the limits in aotual praoctice,
When looking at the actual situation it is seen that not only has the
eritic room to stand, but the nature of the argument and discussion
which is being cerried on and ought to be is also obvious. This is
linked with the {wo senses of rationality and these are aligned to the
soclal emphases and features which serve as linits on rationality in
practice, Every system of thought would appear to relate in some way
to & community, and without such a community the benefit and validity
of any thought or belief would be severly restricted.

Torrance stresses the social nature of thought: "Our thinking
presupposes the struclure of our active inter-personal relations and
takes place within theme Even the activity of natural science is
inextricably involved in the siructure of socieily, and would be
impossible without & community of empirical subjects in which mutual
gquestioning and criticism and comuwunication provide the necessary
gonditions for verification and progress in knowledga."1 This
neoessary sociability in knowledge and thought is marked in language

and in institutions, and it is important to note that it is through

language/
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language that thought is bound up with the institutions, patterns and
traditions of the communitieos we live in, Torrance comnents, "Because
our thought develops only through language and language exista only

in society, we have to clarify the relation of our concepts in their
objective context to the language of the soclety in which we live and
speak, and of course to any langusge which we are using as the medium
of our thought, communication or intorprotat.ton."e In other words,
when one approaches a system of beliefs it is essontial to be careful
to put it in ite proper context and to realise the centrality of

/. language and common institutfons in such & contoxt. There are two

levels in this context, and two levels of language and institution,
which need to be clarifieds The first is the level of what has been
dubbed sense one of "rationality", pert of which is the realisation

. that the ability to make generalisations depends ot the possession of

concepts. This is the sort of principle and logic which is basie to
all men. Collingwcod calls this level, absolute presuppositions.

An absclute presupposition is the yardstick by which experience is
Judgede Vhen one tries to challenge an sbsolute presupposition there
is a violent reaction, stemming from the inability to express even

the possibility of' its being wronge These presuppositions are part

of the general attitudes and cultural, soocial, religious and educational
equipment of mankind, Collingwood does admit that there is the
possibility that these mey change and develops® My own view is that

such/
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such change is possible only for level two presuppositions and not at
level one as there are two separate levels of rationality at work, which
if confused, will lead to even greater confusion., It is necessary as
human beings to have partiocular means of conceptual categorization.

Such principles of categorization and logic cannot and need not be proved
for if you take a given logic to be true then its principles are
undeniable without contradiction and so are necessary., There can be no
proof of the truth of such logic as 1t would always beg the question,
There is no alternative and no way of expressing an alternative to such
basic universal features of rationality. This is part of the definition
of reality and of what is seen,and it is impossible to conceive of how
reality could be anything else or what a different kind of seeing might
bo.k This universal level of sense one of "rationality" is binding on
all men and on each individual, However there is another level of
rationality which is equally social in nature, but limited in particular
contexts.

In Antonia Fraser's picture of Mary, Queen of Scots, there is
offered a most telling description of what it is to be within a particular
context at level two of "rationality". Talking of Mary, Fraser says,
"As a born Catholie, who had known no other oreed, her faith was to her
like her everyday bread, something which she took for granted, and yet
which was essential to her, and without which she could not imagine her

oxlatunoc."5

ke CoLewis, Mind and the Norl%_ Order,pp.207-210; Horton, (ed) Wilsen,
Ra!i%.t%.pdﬂu Winech, The Idea of a Social Science; Ferre,
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This is a problem for us all for in a particular context, we exist in
a frame of reference which is rather like living within a system of oo~
ordinates, which gives meaning to everything. To enter into this
frame of reference is usually to be educated and exposed to supportive
literature, leading to the sharing of criteria, even to the extont.that
to argue or reason resis on sharing common assumptions. Though we nmay
not be affected by every point of a system, nevertheless the system as
a whole does affect us, Our language and interpretative concepts are
derived from the systems Our concepts and forms of description can
only have meaning if they are in relation to a particular background and
community. 6

Judgments are never simplistie, nor made in isolation. They are
fremed in a whole context of beliefs from which criteria of significance,
relevance and meaning all are derived., Authority too is derived from
such systems, particularly with reference to the kinds of questions
which may and may not be asked, and the kinds of answers which might
nltisty;7 Not only. however, are there positive features within a
particular context which set social limits to rationality, but there are
partiocular negative features also., In discussion of scientific revolutions
Kuhn makes the point that & particular viewpoint not only specifies what
entities a universe contains but also those which it does not.8 As all
organisation is based on the system of belief, it becomes well nigh
impossible to express any opposite or to alter the structure radically.

Once/
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Onoe within a system and adopting its paradigms, one needs no longer to
seck to justify the enterprise, for such justification becomes circular.
This is not to say that such belief within a system is irrationai.
Ragher it is "rational" in sense two, which means that it is not irrational
and that its rationality consists in its relation to the rest of the
system, and only within the system, because its nature and man's nature
cannot give to it the universally accepted quality which level one
"rationality" refers to. All this lezds to the awareness that to
understand a standpoint one has to learn the appropriate language, and
this may invelve entering into the standpoint, which it is not easy to
doe This is to emphasise something of the immensity of change of
beliefs and the nature of oriticism, To eoriticise justly meeds not only
awareness of what the other believes within its context but alse the
realisation that om's own belief's are held in a context toos Both need
to be spelled out before genuine and fruitful communication can begine
That there is & problem between diverging views is almost universally
agreed.s Wisdom offers certain classic examples of such divergenoce.

The two people who look at a garden to discover the gardenar.1

0 Another
two locking at a picture or natural scene and diugreeing." Science
offers meny examples: pre= versus post-Covernicus, Newtonian versus
Einsteinian, Kepler versus Brahe, the physicist after university and the
same physicist as a child.'2 The problem of being in one particular view

seems to be that people live in their frames of reference, so that
change/

9. Kuhn. 1bid’pp.19.20.

10, Wisdom, Philosophy and Psychoanalysis,p.154=5; Brumner, Ihe Mediator,
pe217, note,
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change has a tremendous social and personal eff'ect, that one way of
seeing things tends to exclude other ways, that the system of belief is
internally watertigh$, and that it defines different views as nonsense,
or can offer explanation for all that anothet system propounda.‘3
Having said all this as o the social limits and difficulties of rational
disagreement and discussion, it must still be denied that nothing can be
saide It is essential to explain why we offer our allegiance to a
particular set of beliefs. Perhaps most of all it is necessary to
remenber that "A critical discussion and a comparison of the various
frameworks is always possible, It is Just a dogma « a dangerous dogma=
tha$ the different f{rameworks are like mutually uniranslatable languagese
The fact is that even totally different languages ( like English and Hopi,
or Chinese ) are not uniranslatable..". 4
In discussion of the divergences, i is necessary to be aware of
overstating the case. One lesson {rom European thought is that while
theories ocome and go, the world of common sense seems to be little ohanged.
People are to a large extent likeminded because they share comumon needs
and ways of satisfying them, common concepts, and intelligence. It is
also the case that because of concepts and langusge our notion of reality
is one and the same, at least in description of what belongs to 1t.“r
This level is that of the rational man in the sense of the impartial
person who hus ascepted what is universally agreeds But divergence at
level two is equally real, and it must be examined how we may and can

change eurselves and our views within the social limitations expressed.

Change/
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Change only comes with difficulty because man functions against a
background of expectation and it is only some breach in expectation or
failure of existing rules that leads to a search for new ones. Such a
search is preceded by a sense of inadequacy on the part of beliefs or
institutions to meet the problems faceds This requires new data and new
interpretations based on realising the nature and extent of the conflict
of ideas, In other words, it is necessary to see alternatives to what
is believed before it can be d:l.soardad!c That is the situation where
one is forced into change by cirocumstances, but need not be so negative
in approach. It is possible %o adopt an operness to other views, which
refuses to be bound by the rigidity of what is believed, but rather
explores genuine alternatives te seek to understand them. This is often
associated with attempts at the rearrangement of material in insightful
wayap Te execute such insight is part of an imaginative approach to
others and their views, wherein a person attempts to enter imaginatively
into a situation, t¥o think as if it were real and as if it were believed.
No matter how difficult this may be, it is certainly an useful corrective
to moral and religious rigidity. Equally positive, though less startling
than imagination and insight, is the steady development and evolution of
ideas and beliefs, This does happen, though it has also its dangers
which are paralleled by the danger of the mere acquiescing in a particular
belief, rather than thinking it through in all its implications for
oneself, This is part of what it means to be rational: to think something

for oneself, ot at least to be able to do so and to be given the opportmnity

to/
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to do so, rather than have blind acquiescence.

When change does occur it is of'ten described in dramatioc terms.
Kuhn likens it to & scientist putting on inverting lenson.lg Popper
confesses that "I admit that an intellectual revolution of'ten looks like
& religious conversion., A unew insight may strike us like a flash of
lightninge But this does not mean that we cannot evaluate, critically
and rationally, our former views, in the light of new onu."H Certainly
there are suggestions of things like,"blinding flashes" and "gestalt
switohes". ~ Such changes result in revisien of one's wey of thinking,
so that one requires to be educated and to learn and develop a new
language. This is nol a simple matier, for such changes are not merely
social changes, but perhaps most of all, matters of personal decision
and action., Morality and religion are genuine when they are the subjeot
of individual choice and upholding. To make this sort of choice means
a change, which is the most radical a person can undergo, for it entails
abandoning firmly establishod habits and standards for thought and aetioﬁ?‘

In other words, there is a kind of conversion where our minds are
changed and we begin {o learn afresh, &8 in a religious conversion.
The point is that such changes as outlined must affect the whole person
and his life, [Essentially this means that any picture of knowledge and
discovery as disinterested and academic alone is faulty. The paradigm
is rather that of involvement, what Polanyi calls "dwelling=in", oL A
change must have its effect and be shown in what is said and done, and

this /

18, Kuhn, ibid,p.121,

19. Popper, "Normal Science and its Vangers",p.57.

20, Bragg, "Science, The Adventure of Living",p.31; Kuhn, The Structure
of Scientific Revolutions,p.149,

21, Butterfield, The Origins of Modern Science,pp.i=2; uisdom, Philosophy
and Paxohoanalxsis,p=.233-4, Collingwood, Essay on etapggaio 8,p48,note;
Teppe91,footnote, 293,

22, Brunner, The Mediator,p.2h8; Polanyi, The Tacit Dimension,p.18.




416

this means assimilation into a new society. To learn what this truly
means, Polanyi suggests that we become ap rentices to the best available
masters "You cannot eriticize religion or science from the outside,nor
do you become an insider by merely endorsing a doctrinej commitment is an
existential affeirj one learns the meaning of a commitment by practising
it." s

These are all the sorts of things which would be looked for in a
level two change of beliefs This is $o outline the social limits on
rationality in light of the two sense of "rationality". It was shown
that internal problems and imeginative nrocedures, dramatic or gradual
changes in belief, outlook and action, and inculcation into new social
outlooks and practices all have a part to play in the situation where
rational discussion is taking place and two sides are in dispute.
These features help settle the particular standards and emphases which
are relevant to successful communication and discussion. It must be
stregsed that while it has been argusd that there are social limits of
rationality, this is in no way to supplant rationality and it is to deny
that there is only conditioning, Rationality means that man can change
his mind and his enviromment and ways have been suggested in which this
does and can happen, so that one may be aware of exactly what is required
to bring about such a change, It was seen that there is room for the
oritic and this freoedom for criticism stems from a clear separation of
the appropriate senses of "rationality" and the clear delineation of

various soocial limits in actual practice,

23, Agassi, Zygon,p.162; Wilson (ed), Rationality,pe.xviii.
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The P logical Limits
T have been analysing the various limits of rationality to improve

upon the accounts of Bartley and Terrance both in content and effeots.

I have presented the natural, situational, and social limits and finally
turn to the psychological. Again these will be interpreted from actual
situations and in light of the basie distinction of two senses of
"rationality".

One of the major problems in the change of beliefs is inbuilt
conservatism and a psychological resistance to change. Obedience and
the desire to conform are deeply engrained in society and there are many
who conform to rules simply because they are rules rather than because of
what they de and why they do it. Much of what is accepted in this
unthinking manner may be deseribed as a birthright into which one enters.
"It is formed in him by what he sees and hears; the actions he has been
taught to do and the language he uses are pert of it; it forms the mental
atmosphere which he has breathed long before he began to reflect. For
this reason he is not the unwilling captive of tradition, for in following
it he expresses his own nature®,’ 4 particular tradition has usually
& particular body of truth as well as a group of persons, or institutions,
which acts as the guardian of the truth, This takes the form of
authority which is recognised as the contrelling and guiding force in all
matters pertaining to the truth, This has been deseribed as, "Humenity
is an inherited deposit taken on trust", but this is not to say that it
is necessarily a bad thing, for without such tradition and its support

there/
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there would be no human society.z Por those within the tradition,

there are particular psychological pressures and limits against change.
These are that one has the feeling that one has no option, no alternative,
and that what one believes is inescapable, "A man with conviction is

@& hard man to change, Tell him you disagree and he turms away. Show
him facts and figures and he questions your sources, Appeal to logie
and he fails to see your poi.nt."'3 But this rafusai, to be fully
effective, is usually backed up by strong social support. A prime
example of this was seen in the behaviour of the sect after disﬁrouf

in "When Prophecy Fe.ils“.h'

Here were individuals wheo believed with
their whole heserts and had taken steps to committhénselvesirrevocably on
on the basls of (heir belief, Yot they were presented with unequivecal
and undeniable evidence thet their belief was totally wrong.
Nevertheless they emerged not only unshaken, but even mere convinced of
the truth of their beliefs than before as could be seen from increased
conversion attempts.

When change does come, it must be remembered that knowledge starts
from given situations with established usages. In this situation the
0old clashes with the new, though there is always the effect of the one
on the other, There is no hreach of continuity between the old and the
new, for it is of'ten from the 0ld thaet the new takes its shape, even if
this is only in a negative sense, Thus the continuity of tradition and
of the person involved is ensured. Part of what this means is that one

generation/
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generation may learn from another, though it is also true that each
generation has to guestion for itself what is given to it as tradition.
This means that our beliefs and actions, though derived from traditiom,
are still brought into relation with experience and changing conditioms.
The rational man is the one who accepds things for himself, not on trust
or out of blind habit, ne® in obedience to custom.

This kind of traumatic change often is especially marked in tha
religious realm. A person who has agoepted while a child a theologiocal
outlook in an uncritical menner mey find that the dooctrine about the
nature of the world is too simple and narrow to be true, Widening
experience and growing knowledge mean the death of such religious
belief. Part{ of this growth of maturity in the rational person is
the knowledge that it is possible to learn from mistakes. This does
not take plage without a struggle both against the commitment of the
past and the understanding of what is newe Perhaps this is why it
is of'ten the very young or the comparative newcomer who makes the mest
impact in changing vilws.5 Yot the rational man who does attempt to
overcome the psychological limits of rationality must also be aware
oi his own limitations. He cannot isolate himself from what there is
in terms of sociatal norms nor wipe the slates totally clean, but he
can strip himself of all opinions which have simply been handed down
from others, or for which he has insufficient evidence, and he can
decide to ascept nothing as true except what is absolutely cleer to his

own understanding, making doubt seem ridiculous. This is neo Cartesian

progranune/
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programme for doubt, but rather the fulfilling of what we are as
rational persons. There is again the tension between being totally
psychelogiocally conditioned and having the capacity to make genuine
choices which even involves certain features of eour so-called oconditioning,
In the examination of the psychological limits of changes in belief
and knowledge, one must be aware alse that people are not pure, bodiless
intellects, but rather people who feel desire and will. This means that
there is always the poesibility of a struggle between reason and the
affections, will and deuiroa.é It is not easy to change our habits of
mind or modify the structure of our thinking, for we ourselves live and
work in these frames of thought and if they change we will have to be
changed with them, Our situation is rather like thist~ "There are
doubtless some things which 'in the bottom of my heart' I know full well
to be true; but whose truth I have never fully acknowledged.'with the top
of my mind' ...There are some things we so much want to be true that we
stifle our doubts concerning them, and other things the acknowledgement
of which would make such unwelcome demands on us, or entail so
inconvenient a readjustment both eof our professed outlooks and of our
habitual conduct, that we succeed in suppressing or "repressing' what
would otherwise be a fully assured convintion of their truth."? In
other werds, our subjective preferences make rationality difficult though
not impossible, and this same point may be derived from examination of
our language, which as Hare puts it, "shares our weakness, and gives just

where/
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whers we do".a Again there is this tension between a language which

cannot be fully logicalised or reduced to mathematioel form, but which
is neither so fluid and informel that there is no continuity, meaning
or understanding. This is level two of "rationality" where people are
unable to behave and reason as they ought, and it is just this inability
which shows that this is level two and not level one, where it is
possible and necessary to behave and reason by universally accepted
standardse This is rather like Bartley's orisis of integrity; whether

4 It is

or not we can live up to our purposes, claims and identity.
essential fo guard here against changing the subjeoct from logic and
conceptual clarification to psychology where the concepis are vague and
illedefined, making the drawing of distinctions a hagardous business. |
We are not reduced to psychology or to silence before we need be.

Rather there is the opportunity for greater clarity and closer analysis
of the situations of disoussion and argument and the particularly relevant
psychelegical issues and [orces. Before we retreat behind the platitude
that people are juat different, it is necessary to analyse the situation,
nature and reason for suoh differences and their expression.

Looking at the psychological limits of rationality as & whole, the
forces of tradition and change bhave been seen, the nature of such change
and some of the steps in it, as well as the volitional and persona.]..
problems of such changes., With ref'erence to levels one and twe of
"yationality" it may be seen that in general these faclors are more

apprepriate to level two of "rationalliiy" where there is disagreement and
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such disagreement is resolved by reference to the particular centext,

rather than of level one where there is no disagreement and development

by disagreement for there is universally necessary acceptance of what is
true. It may be true that there are particular psychological features
which are common to both levels of rationality and these must be examined
and iselated. But the emphasis has been on level two a.r;d the psychologiocal
linits actually involved in argument and discussion at that level between
competing views,. '

These last four sections have been an exanination of some of the
actual limits of rationality in practice by reflerence te the pratical
situations of argument and discussion bearing in mind the basio
distinetion made in part one of this chapter. I have tried to show
the stydes and programme of genuine argument by the examination of
standards and the relation of the two senses of "rationality” to the
natural, situatienal, social and psychological limits of rationalitye.

I have tried to correct the overlooking of these limits in the accounts

of Terrance and Bartley and also to provide an account of rationality
which is more adequate that those offered by thems I have tried to

show that it is possible for there to be argument, discussion and
disagreement between even very basic presuppositions, and not merely to
make out a case for such a ppssibility, but seeking to suggest the lines,
content and style of such discussion. Under the heading of natural limits
the importance of irrational features, irrationallsm as a doctrine, the

necessity/
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necessity and limits of logic, and the limits of humen capacities and the
need to draw different levels of distinotion were seen., Under the
heading of situvational limits, the way that diflerent situations affect
belief, oriticism, persuasion, argument, justification, explanation and
change were shown. In social limits the role of internal problems,
imaginative procedures, dramatic and gradual changes in outlook and
social inculocation in new ideas and practices were examined. Then
attention turned to psychological limits and the problems of oonservatism,
indwelling of beliefs, personal factors in change and te nature and

scope of radical changes were seen.

Throughout I have sought to integrate these factors with the two
senses of "rationality” and again stress that in cdiscussion and argument
the role of rationality is twofolds I first of all requires the
deoision of whiech level of rationality is being dealt with to ensure
that genuine argument cen take place, then it requires the examination
of the practical outworking of this separation of levels in the actual
argument or discussion by reference to the natural, social, situational
and psychological limits of rationality in the particular case in mind,.
Of course, not all and every limit will be relevant in all and every case,
and so there is the necessity for the development of expertize in the
application of such techniques and the exercising of them, Thus I hope
to have met my own ciiticism of Torrance and Bartley. The account
deals with the limits of rationality as they are found in practice. It
is more adequate to the complexity of rationality in its many settings,
and it leaves not only room for the critic, but assists the development
of lines of communicatlion between different sets of presuppositions,

belief's and outlookse



ection Ihree = Conclusien

The thesis began with a concern with the lack of success of actual
argument as it is practised in philosophy today. This aporia in
argument was linked with two accounts of rationality which were faulty.
I then turned to detailed consideration of the two accounts of rationality
which effered examples of metaphysical and theological outlooks which
were willing to grasp the nettle of the subject of rationality. These
positiens were outlined as presented by their upholders and three kinds
of oriticisms offered against theme The first was that in setting out
to desoribe the nature of rationality they had omitted to examine the
impertant aspect of the limits ol rationalily in actual discussion and
arguments It was also argued that if one ignored this deficiency and
allowed the view of rationality to be taken on its own terms, that these
accounts fell into intemnal difficulties which undermined their validity
as descriptions of the nature of rationalitys These accounts were
inadequate to the complexity of rationalitys. The third bone of
contention rested on ohe offect of both accounts, though in different
wayse This was the denial of any point from which the critic might
attack the view in question. In other words, there was no way to call
these views in question, to discuss them, to argue against them and to
offer alternativess This seemed to be just the sort of problem which
was an unfortunate characteristic of much morel, metaphysical and
religious ccntreversy, today. Having offered coriticism in detail against
these views at all these levels, yet dealing with them in the way they
were presented rather than forcing them into my own proecrustean bed of
eriticism, I argued that we are able to learn from these men both
positively end negatively, from wbhat they dealt with and how theydid so,

as well as from what they omitted and the unfortunate effects resulting

from/



from their views.

It then behoved me to make geood my criticism by offering an alternative
agcount of retionality. This had to meet the three criticism made. My
account had to deal with the limits of rationality in practice, to be more
aware of the complexity of the subject matter and avoid oversimplification
for the sake of ease rather than adequacy, and finally to leave room for
the critic and offer scope for discussion and argument, I tried to
achieve this by two steps. The first was the separation of two senses of
“pationality" which has been overlooked and obviates much of the breakdown
between different positions by clarifyring at which level reasening is
being conducted and the particular standards which are relevant at these
different levels., The basic distinction was made and applied to the
synomyms of rationality. It was applied to irrationality, persons and
beliefs, reason and reasons, and intelligibility. Having argued for and
shown the content of this distinction, it was applied to rationality at
the different levels of the limits of rationality. This was an attempt
to give a more adequate account of rationality, which was appropriate to
its complexity and aware of the role of limits in rationality. This
exanination showed both that there was room for discussion and argument
and how such argument night be conducteds I therefore looked at the
natural, situational, social and psychological limits, seeing the
important features in each of these settings and uolating areas of
diffioculty for the rational person in debate and discussion. Thus
I tried to give ground for the critic to stand on, to clarify the nature
of the eritiecal process, and to offer a more adequate account of rationality
by learning from the mistakes of Torrance and Bartley and correcting their
omissions, as well as using many issues which had been correctly spotlighted.

This/
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This thesis is ne easy solution, but rather a restatement of the
complexity of genvine argument, and a request for and an attempt to
provide a closer anslysis of what iz involved in such argument, so that
men may be what he claims to be: & rational animel., The nature of
rationality lies in the capacity to communicate and understend sbout
all that metters most in the fields of religion, morality and metaphysiocs.
Many apparent and real breakdowns may be resolved if' difforent theorists
exercised the kind of progremme argued for, and the eventusl aim must be
to show the kind of diff'erence such & programme makes with reference to
particular problems in the areas of religion, morals and metaphysics.
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