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CHAPTER I

THE PROBLEM OF KNOWLEDGE AND TRUTH

1. Introduction

In any discussion of the bases and possibility of 

human knowledge there is an inevitable problem that arises, 

which concerns the variety of the ways the verb "to know" 

can be used. For instance, one can speak of knowledge in 

the sense of "knowing" how to play a musical instrument. 

Also, we "know" our friends in a way that is certainly dif

ferent from "knowing" that two plus two equals four. These 

various usages of the verb "to know" provide important 

areas of inquiry within the philosophical theory of know

ledge. Philosophers have, and must continue to study the 

various aspects of what our "knowledge" entails. There is 

no reason to look for some basic meaning that provides the 

"common denominator" of our philosophical discussion in 

this area. This would be an artificial limitation of the 

scope of human knowledge.

Although the inquiry into human knowledge is a 

• many-faceted affair, a paper such as this needs to limit

its scope. The primary concern of this inquiry is the epis- 

temic problem of truth. In this connection I am considering 

the problem of knowledge in relation to "knowing what is

1
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the case." Even though it is admitted that this is not 

all that "knowing" consists of, it is certainly asserted 

here that the connection between knowledge and proposi

tional truth (true assertions) is very important.

• What happens when the philosopher concerns himself 

with the notion of "truth"? Is it the business of the phi

losopher to deal in this matter at all? We certainly use 

this term in our daily affairs and it doesn't seem to be 

too great of a problem when used in these contexts. For 

example, we say "It’s true that he visited me today” or 

"The truth of the matter is that my car is not running at 

this time" and we usually do not have any problem under

standing the meaning of what is being asserted when we speak 

at the level of ordinary statements like these. But philoso

phers would like to know just what is being done when "Is 

true" is predicated of some statement or group of statements. 

In other words, they would like to know the meaning of this 

term but they would also like to know when it is being

used properly, that is, the conditions that call for this 

term to be applied to a sentence. It is at this point 

that the philosophical problem of truth has entered the 

scene and become somewhat of a headache. As one person

• puts it "The question 'What is truth?' presents the aspect

of a blank and very high wall: one is reduced to staring 
1at it helplessly."

In the remainder of this chapter I will discuss
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some of the groundwork that is necessary for an inquiry 

into the idea of "truth." This will entail a description 

and critique of the correspondence theory. In Chapter 

Two I will present at length an alternative to the corre

spondence theory that is based on the traditional coherence 

theory of the British Neo-Hegelians. This, in turn, will 

provide the basis for Chapter Three which attempts to show 

some of the general ramifications of using coherentist 

epistemology in reference to the theological task. This 

final chapter is to be seen as applying, in some measure, 

the philosophical results obtained in the previous two 

chapters. In this sense, the paper has two related pur

poses. First, I wish to discuss the epistemic foundations 

of knowledge and truth in general. And secondly, my con

cern is to suggest that the results of the first task pro

vide an interesting and fruitful basis for theology. Thus, 

the former concerns purely philosophical epistemology while 

the latter is set squarely within the philosophy of religion.

2. The Question of Truth Determination

"For what does a proposition's 'being true' mean?

'p' is fcue = p. (That is the answer.) So we want to ask

something like: under what circumstances do we assert 
oa proposition?" This statement by Wittgenstein expresses 

the most essential elements of the question of truth and 

denotes the fundamental import of a coherentist epistemology. 

The two questions that are being asked refer to two different



approaches.to the philosophical problem of truth. The 

first question asks for the meaning of truth, whereas the 

second question asks for something like a test for when the 

word "true" applies to a proposition. The former concerns

• a definitional approach to the question of truth and the 

latter concerns a criteriological approach. The difference 

between these two approaches can be pointed out by a consid

eration of the two traditional rival theories of truth: the

correspondence theory and the coherence theory.

The most ancient of all the theories of truth is 

the correspondence theory. A statement is said to be true 

if it corresponds to the facts. "The theory stipulates 

that a proposition is true if the results of a confronta

tion between it and the objective situation with which it

deals show that the facts actually are as it represents 
3

them."^ Truth, it is said, means correspondence with the 

facts. This seems to be, at first sight, a simple matter 

and without problems. But a closer look at the situation 

shows some difficulties with any simple statement of the 

theory.

A severe problem of the correspondence theory lies 

in the status of the second term of the corresponding rela-

• tion--the "facts." Adherents of this view have usually 

seen these facts as objective realities in the world.

They have been called "hard" or "stubborn" facts. For

example, if I say "There is a tree in my backyard" and there
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is a tree in my backyard., this fact has nothing to do with 

my saying it. It is a fact that there is a tree in my 

backyard whether I say there is or not. The "fact" is 

independent of my stating it. The problem with this lies

• in its presupposition that the "fact" is a "fragment of

reality Itself, a transcript of the objective world unmod- 
Ll

ified by any subjective influences." The difficulty here 

is that it would be very hard (indeed impossible) to find a 

"fact" that is not stated. For example, the statement 

"'Snow is white' is true if and only if snow is white" does 

not give us a statement on one side of the "corresponding" 

relation and an objective "fact" on the other, but two 

statements each saying "Snow is white." This is what 

Strawson has in mind when he says, "Facts are what state

ments (when true) state; they are not what statements are 
about."-5 To the one who doubts that all facts are "lin

guistic facts" I can only respond with the Hume-like chal

lenge to "show me a non-linguistic one."

The correspondence theory is extremely limited with 

regard to its criterial applications even if the "objective" 

status of facts is granted. As a definitional approach the 

correspondence theory says that the meaning of truth consists

• In a certain relation of a statement to reality--"correspon- 

dence." As a criterial approach it says that the only way 

to test the truth of a statement is to check its correspon

dence with the facts. Now, as a definition this theory
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reduces to a truism that is not of much criteriological 

significance. "To he sure, what is said (correctly) to 

he true must be the case, hut such a truism neither provides 

nor claims to provide any criteriological mechanism to aid 

in deciding what is and what is not to he counted as true." 

The usual way that a statement, according to this theory, is 

checked for its being true is to observe the situation to 

which it is referring. Thus, to verify the sentence "The 

cat is on the mat" one simply goes to see if the cat is on 

the mat. But it is easy to see where this theory falls 

short if it is proposed to he more than a general defini

tion of truth. It will not work criteriologically with 

universal propositions such as "All men have two legs." 

Secondly, it will not work in cases of statements of proba

bility or conditionals (e.g. "If you break that mirror you 

will have bad luck"). Thirdly, this theory will not work 

with the necessary truths of mathematics and formal logic.

In each case we are not directly confronted with an empiri

cal situation to which the correspondence test could be 

applied.

These criterial limitations all point out the fun

damental inadequacy of the correspondence theory--the 

account of the relationship between language and the world. 

According to this theory the relationship is one of "corre

spondence," but the nature of this relation is not as sim

ple as language copying or mirroring the world. Nelson
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Goodman has reduced this type of view to absurdity when 

he says "I suppose that before describing the world in 

English, we ought to determine whether it is written in 

English, and that we ought to examine very carefully how

• the world is spelled."? The question is : Just what type

of "copying" or "mirroring" is being spoken of when this 

relation is asserted? One of the major important features 

of Wittgenstein’s later philosophy is the thesis that lan

guage can be used in a number of different ways and the so 

called relations between language and the world are as 

various as the number of ways the language is used. The 

correspondence theory does not take this variety into 

account and is thus seriously limited as providing a test 

for truth. It is this limitation that demands us to look 

elsewhere for an adequate criteriological account of truth 

It Is with this in mind that we turn to the traditional 

rival of the correspondence theory--the coherence theory. 

This will be the subject of our next chapter.



CHAPTER II

THE IDEA OF SYSTEMATIC COHERENCE

1. Introduction

The present chapter will rely heavily on Nicholas 

Rescher’s work in the theory of knowledge. He has, in 

recent years, developed an epistemology which he has called 

"CoherentismThis is an attempt to introduce the idea 

of "system" as developed by the British Neo-Hegelians 

(most notably F. H. Bradley) at the logico-epistemological 

level. His concern here is to take the idea of system out 

of its metaphysical moorings and reintroduce it as a matter 

of logic and epistemology. It is in this regard that prop

ositional coherence is seen to be "the prime (or ultimate) 

criterion of truth (viz. that the canonical test of truth 

is to consist in assessing the mutual coherence of suita- 

bly qualified propositions)." It is the purpose of this 

chapter to Inquire into the meaning and method of this 

"coherentist" approach to truth.

It should be noted that this inquiry is not meant 

to be a review of Rescher's work. Although I will rely 

heavily on his thought, I will modify, exclude and supple

ment parts of It.

8
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2. The Importance of Systematization

The primary concept of any coherence theory is 

the idea of "system." This concept has a long history. It 

will be necessary to give a brief historical overview of 

this concept in order to fully realize the importance of 

systematization in coherentist epistemology.

The concept of "system" has its roots in ancient 

Greek. It comes from the word systerna (from syn-histemi,

"to make to stand together") and originally meant something 

joined together or a connected or composite whole. It 

was used in these broad terms until the Stoics applied it 

to the physical universe (s,ysterna mundi) as the whole cos

mos encompassing "heaven and earth." Rescher traces the 

usage of the term through the classical texts and asserts 

that it was, for the most part, applied in its general sense 

"But in due course it came to be adopted by Protestant theo

logians of the sixteenth century to stand specifically for 

the comprehensive exposition of the articles of faith, along 

the lines of a medieval summa: a doctrinal compendium."y 

By the seventeenth century the philosophers began using the 

term to stand for "a synoptically comprehensive and con

nected treatment of a philosophical discipline: logic,
ij,

rhetoric, metaphysics, ethics, etc." Rescher points out 

the important element in the theological and philosophical 

uses by saying that:

In the original (classical) sense, a system was a
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physical thing: a compositely structured complex.
In the more recent sense, a system was an organically 
structured body of knowledge--not a mere accumulation 
of aggregation or compilation of miscellaneous infor
mation (like a dictionary or encyclopedia), but a func
tionally organized and connectedly articulated exposi
tion of a unified discipline.

The idea of system here is not simply a group of disconnec

ted parts or statements, but a structure of knowledge that 

provides the rationale or support for. those statements.

"A cognitive system is to provide a framework for linking

the disjecta membra of the bits and pieces of our know- 
6ledge into a cohesive unity.”

There are two major views of the purpose of cog

nitive systematization. The first view takes the system

atic task as being the regulative organization of previous 

ly established truth. This is the prime vehicle for our 

understanding.

For it is just exactly their systematic interrelation
ships which render factual claims intelligible. As 
long as they remain discrete and disconnected, they 
lack any adequate handle for the intellect that seeks 
to take hold of them in its endeavor to comprehend the 
issues involved.'

Under this view, the truth of statements is arrived at by 

independent means (usually the problematic means of corre

spondence or intuition). Once we have a certain number of 

truths we then organize them according to certain "parame

ters" of systematization. These include such definitive 

characteristics of systematicity as completeness, cohe

siveness, consonance, functional efficacy, functional sim

plicity, etc. This paper will provide, in Chapter Three,
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extensive discussion of only three major parameters: 

completeness, consonance (consistency), and cohesiveness.

The important point here is that it is by utilizing such 

parameters that we go about the systematizing task. And 

also, although any system will exhibit such characteris

tics, they need not all be utilized to the same degree in 

any given system. As we shall see later, there may be trade 

offs between parameters, depending on the specific pur

poses of the system.

The second major view of systematization operates 

with the same parameters but is crucially different in 

certain respects. Instead of systematization being only 

a regulative task, this view sees the process being consti

tutive of knowledge itself. This is the view that Rescher 

calls the "Hegelian Inversion." Here the system itself 

determines the criterion of cognitive acceptability. 

"Systematicity is now set up as a testing standard of (pre

sumptive) truth, and thus becomes a means for enlarging 

the realm of what we accept as true rather than merely af-
g

fording a device for organizing preestablished truth."

This is expressed by F. H. Bradley as follows:

If by taking certain judgments of perception as true,
• I can get more system into my world, then these "facts"

are so far true, and if by taking certain "facts" as 
errors I can order my experience better, then so far 
these "facts" are errors. Certainly there are truths 
with which I begin and which I personally never have 
to discard, and which therefore remain in fact as mem
bers of my known world. And of some of these certainly 
it may be said that without them I should not know how
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to order my knowledge. But it is quite another thing 
to maintain that every single one of these judgments 
is in principle infallible. The absolute indispensa
ble fact is in my view the mere creature of false theory 
Facts are valid so far as, when taken otherwise than 
"real" they bring disorder into my world.

This is a post-Kantian attempt to adjust and accommodate a 

fundamental aspect of epistemology. We have no direct 

access to some non-conceptual reality "in-itself." This 

is actually the fundamental error of the correspondence 

theory of truth. We cannot jump outside of our conceptual 

"world" in order to get a clear view of the world in-itself 

(as it "really" is). There simply is no possibility of this 

type of correspondence. To view system as constitutive of 

our knowledge and not merely regulative is to provide a 

criteriological approach to the question of truth. If 

knowledge is constituted in terms of our systematization, 

then the way we go about that process provides us with the 

criteria of (presumptive) truth. Truth can still be 

seen as having its meaning under the correspondence princi

ple of adaequatio ad rem, but is criterially determined by 

coherentist (not correspondentist or intuitionist) means.

If the truth is constituted by the process by which we con

struct our system, then it follows that there is a remain

ing regulative function of the systematization process 

even under the Hegelian Inversion. The question centers 

around the type of system that is to serve as the model or 

paradigm for this task. What method of systematization 

does this enterprise demand?



13

3• Modes of Constitutive Methodological Systematization

Probably the most notable model of systematization 

in Western thought is the Euclidean hierarchical method.

If we look at this mode under the Hegelian Inversion we 

find a validational structure that might be called "founda- 

tionalism." In this approach there is a quest for founda

tions that are "certain" by which the rest of the epistemic 

structure is supported. Of course, the paradigm here is 

the axiomatic framework of mathematics, especially geometry.

It is important to note that the "certainty" that is called 

for in this approach retains the same incorrigible status 

of the axioms in its mathematical counterpart. That is, 

once the foundations are laid, there is no revision of these

foundational truths that is allowed without a resultant 

collapse of the whole system.

Implied in all of this is a stratification of 

truths. There are two levels of truth—immediate and deriv

ative. This is expressed by Aristotle in the Posterior 

Analytics where he is concerned to sidestep the problem 

of the infinite regress regarding the demonstration of truth 

by other demonstrative truths. He states that "Not all 

knowledge is demonstrative: on the contrary: knowledge
11of the immediate premisses is independent of demonstration."

An implication of this validational structure in terms of 

the Hegelian Inversion is that systematic relations deter

mine the acceptability of statements on the discursive

CARROLL COLLEGE LIBRARY
HELENA. MONTANA 59W
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level only, and not on the non-discursive foundational 

level. This means that the system requires truths (founda

tional "protocol" statements as Carnap called them) as 

grounds in order to issue forth derivative truths by 

systematic relations (that is, deducing them from the non- 

discursive axiomatic foundations).

A further aspect of this validation structure is 

its recursive (linear) process of inference. This was im

plied by Aristotle's discussion of demonstrative knowledge. 

The grave concern with the problems of an infinite regress 

presumes that the inferential process is such that conse

quent truths are demonstrated by truths logically preceding 

them and are exempt from retrospective modification once 

properly deduced. This linear process led Aristotle to 

halt the regress at immediate, non-discursive truths. The 

process of validation thus becomes a matter "first of estab

lishing certain theses by immediate derivation from the basic

ones, and then of establishing further theses by sequential
. . 12derivation from already established theses." Rescher

sums up this approach in the following words:

The road thus indicated by Aristotle is followed by 
all those later epistemologists--and their name is 
by now legion--who feel constrained to have recourse 
to cognitive ultimates to serve as the basic, axiomatic 
premisses of all knowledge. Accordingly, they commit 
themselves to a category of basic beliefs which, though 
themselves unjustified--or perhaps rather self-justify
ing in nature—can serve as a justifying basis for all 
the other., nonaxiomatic beliefs.. .With these epistemol- 
ogists, axiom-like foundations still play a central 
role in the criteriology of truth, even when they are
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no longer used to provide a rigidly deductive basis.

There are some serious difficulties with the hier

archical approach to validation. The first of these con

cerns the requirements of the axiomatic first principles.

On the one hand they must be secure or certain, having an 

incorrigible status. But on the other hand they must be 

rich enough to support the whole structure of the system. 

This tension between the content and the security of these 

statements weakens this approach drastically. For example, 

some philosophers such as R. M. Chisholm have attempted to 

overcome the problem of certainty by grounding the body of 

knowledge in terms of egocentric statements of phenomeno

logical appearances such as "It seems to me that I see the
1

light, feel the heat," and so on. ' These statements seem 

to have the requisite security but are lacking in any objec

tive or intersubjective information. And as Rescher states, 

"claims regarding impersonal reality are objectively infor- 

mative, but are in principle vulnerable." J So this ten

sion between the content and security of the basic truths 

of the foundational!st approach remains a severly limiting 

condition of this model, especially in non-formal, synthet

ic systems.

A second problem of this approach concerns the 

grounding relationship by which the inferences are made from 

the basic immediate truths to the derived truths. If the 

process is seen to be deductive then the richness of the
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content of the derived truths is limited because there

can only be as much information in the derived statements 

as there is in the premises. This is the problem of the 

circular triviality of deductive reasoning. In other words, 

there is only as much content in the conclusion as there is 

in the premises. Ko new knowledge is attained (as far as 

content or information is concerned) by the process. If 

the grounding process is seen to be inductive then the inferred 

truths lose the certainty that the basic truths are designed 

to maintain in the first place. Both types of grounding 

relationships are restricted by the content-security ten

sion .

A final criticism of foundationalism can be said 

to be implied in the first two criticisms. Because the num

ber of axioms is limited by the security-content tension 

and the grounding relationships also have their shortcomings, 

the foundationalist method is inadequate in terms of justi

ficatory completeness. This means that the number of claims 

that can be justified by a method such as this is extremely 

limited. Only those claims that are within the scope of 

the axioms can have any justificatory support. And since 

there is question as to there being any basic statements

with synthetic import, the scope of axiomatic validation 
16in non-formal systems looks extremely narrow.

In view of these limitations of foundationalism 

let us now take a look at an alternative method of systematic
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validation. This alternative approach may be called the 

"Network Model."

The network model takes the view of systematiza

tion as a cyclic process. According to this approach there

• are no incorrigible statements from which the rest of the

claims in the system get their support. "One is constantly

looking back to old points from new perspectives, using a

process of feedback to bring new elucidations to bear 
17retrospectively on preceding analyses." ' This type of 

cyclic systematization, viewed in terms of the Hegelian 

Inversion, is called "Coherentism." It contrasts with the 

hierarchical method in at least three ways. First, as we 

have just mentioned, the process is not recursive but 

iterive. That is, there is always the possibility (indeed, 

the demand) of modification and readjustment of earlier
18stages of the process. There are, as Bradley stated above, 

no absolute facts. Also in this regard, the process is 

not linear but comprehensively systematic. This means that 

there is no natural entry point into the system; one need 

not look for the fundamental starting point which grounds 

the rest of the structure. The grounding relationship of 

this type of systematization is not the linear modes of de-

& duction or induction but rather a process of comprehensive

interconnection. "These interconnections are inferential 

in nature, but not necessarily deductive (since the pro

viding of ’good explanatory accounts' rather than 'logically



18

• 19conclusive grounds' is ultimately involved)." 7

This leads to the second major difference between 

this method and the hierarchical mode. Since the ground

ing relationship is one of comprehensive interconnection 

there is validational support given to a thesis from many 

different parts of the system. Wittgenstein had this in 

mind when he said "It is not single axioms that strike me 

as obvious, it is a system in which consequences and 

premises give one another mutual support." This situa

tion is also expressed by C. S. Peirce when he wrote:

Philosophy ought to imitate the successful sciences 
in its methods, as far as to proceed only’from tangi
ble premisses which can be subjected to careful scru
tiny, and to trust rather to the multitude and variety 
of its arguments than to the conclusiveness of any one. 
Its reasoning should not form a chain which is no 
stronger than its weakest link, but a cable whose 
fibres may be ever so slender, provided they^are suf
ficiently numerous and intimately connected.

The third contrast with the hierarchical approach 

is a corollary to this multiplicity of grounding connec

tions. Unlike the previous method, the coherentist mode is 

an attempt to extract truth from apparently incompatible 

premises. As Rescher says, the decisive difference is 

its "capacity to extract (presumptive) truths discursively 

from a basis that includes no conceded truths whatsoever--

i.e. from data that are merely truth-candidates and not
22truths." There is no need to have a consistent set of 

"starter truths" in order for this type of systematization

to operate. Thus, this validational method has the possibility
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of operating with a much broader scope than the hierarchi

cal foundational approach. We shall now discuss the ele

ments involved in the coherence analysis.

The first important element of this analysis is 

the technical matter of "data" as Rescher uses the term. 

This term simply means a set of various and most-likely 

inconsistent statements that are "candidates" for truth 

or truth presumptions. These are statements that lie in 

the non-discursive sector of a coherence analysis. That is 

they are statements that vze accept provisionally before 

the coherence analysis is operant. These are the claims 

that we work with in such an analysis. The second element 

consists of "plausibility ratings." These concern the 

method by which we select the data for consideration and 

eventually accept them as validated truths. The plausi

bility ratings involve a method by which various param- 

eters are invoked as indices of plausibility which dic

tate epistemic preference. It is concerning this method 

that there may be a contextual trade-off among the various 

parameters. The different contextual situations or cogni

tive systems may weight certain parameters differently 

according to the purposes of that system. There is a cost- 

benefit determination of which parameters will be given 

greater importance. For example, comprehensiveness may 

by traded off for consistency in one system and the oppo

site may be more expedient in another system. The cost may
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be a lack of comprehensiveness with the benefit of con

sistency (and vice versa). The important point at this stage 

of the discussion is that there is a method by which the 

plausibility of various statements is rated. And this method 

consists of a contextual parameter-mix which provides the 

regulative principles of the coherentist approach to system

atization .

The process of the coherence analysis is a mode of 

systematization in terms of the Hegelian Inversion. The 

process thus becomes one of the actual validation of

claims to truth.

On this approach, the validation of an item of know- 
ledge-~the rationalization of its Inclusion alongside 
others-, within, "the .body, of, our.. knowledge"--pro-c-eeds. 
by way ,of. exhibiting.. its,. int
rest: they must all be linked together in a connected,
mutually supportive way. **

The status of this "knowledge" is seen to be the thesis of 

"justified, true belief." In this sense "justified” does 

not mean "derived from basic or axiomatic knowledge" but 

"systematically supported by the rest of what is know."

The thesis of "justified, true belief" as being

knowledge has come under heavy fire recently due to the 
2Swell-known counterexamples of E. L. Gettier. In these 

situations Gettier has shown that a claim which a person 

Is justified in holding (according to certain prescribed 

evidence) can be true even though the justification for the 

claim turns out to be errant. For example, the disjunc

tion "p v q" is justified on the basis of evidence pertaining
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to "p" and. nothing is known about "q" . The statement "p" 

turns out to be false but "q" happens to be true, thus 

making the statement "p q" true but not justified on the 

previous evidence at hand. The point to this example is

• that knowledge must not be extracted from bases that have

a status less than knowledge (i.e. justified belief).

Only the known can serve as a sure rational justification 

of the known. The example is damaging only if it is pre

sumed that "knowledge" is of a different status than justi

fied belief. The reason for this presumption lies largely 

in the linear or recursive mode of thesis validation.

"Real"* knowledge is to be extracted apodictically from 

"not-so-real" knowledge (i.e. justified belief) in a foun

dational manner. Once this "real" knowledge is attained 

there is no possibility (or need, so it is held) of revi

sion,- it is apodictic knowledge. The force of the Gettier 

counterexamples is to show that certain prescribed criteria? 

when satisfied, do not attain such an absolute status of 

knowledge. The coherentist position says there is no such 

status of knowledge to be attained. For knowledge is not 

"caused" by a recursive process (at least in synthetic mat

ters) but is rather "a descriptive remark about the system-

® atic interrelatedness among the various items that comprise

our 'body of knowledge.'"2^ This is not an invitation to 

skepticism because the only "real" knowledge that we have 

is attained by our on-going systematization process, not
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some recursive chain that graduates beliefs into certain 

and apodictic knowledge. Thus, the Gettier problem is not 

damaging to the coherentist thesis of knowledge as "justi

fied, true belief." In fact, the Gettier problem reinforces 

the coherentist thesis.

4. Methodological Legitimation

We have seen that a methodological systematization

is of supreme importance in validating our claims to know

ledge and (presumptive) truth. This systematization con

trols and provides the criteriology for truth. The question 

may well arise as to how our systematizing methods themselves 

are to be monitored. For we have seen that these methods 

employ various parameters with differing levels of impor

tance and utilization. If our methods of systematization 

validate our claims to knowledge, then it is of crucial 

importance that we employ the correct method within the 

context in which we are working. But it is this question 

that brings us up against the old "problem of the criterion." 

Montaigne formulates it in this way:

To adjudicate (between the true and the false) among 
the appearances of things we need to have a decision 
method (un instrument judicatoire); to validate this 
method we need to have a justifying argument; but to 
validate this justifying argument we need the very 
method^at issue. And there we are, going round on the 
wheel.

This circle shows that we cannot prove the validity of 

our validating methods by pointing out the correctness of

the claims involved, for this is assuming the very method
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of validation that we are trying to prove. Instead of 

this approach, Rescher attempts to break the vicious circle 

by what he calls a "Methodological Pragmatism." In this 

case, a thesis is validated by the application of a method 

and the method is validated by the pragmatic efficacy of 

the system of justified statements it constructs. The cog

nitive regress is ultimately halted by recourse to extra- 

logical controls. It is this process that keeps the coher

entist approach from lapsing into a thorough-going subjec

tivism or conceptual relativism. One’s systematization is 

restricted by both theoretical (cognitive) and applicative 

(pragmatic) controls.

The theoretical controls that Rescher speaks of

are those of "selfcorrectiveness" and "selfsubstantiation." 

The former pertains to a reappraisal of the "data" in our 

technical sense of the term. Later stages of the analysis 

may show that certain data that were presumed to be highly 

plausible at earlier stages just do not seem to have the 

same plausibility in light of the intervening stages of the 

process. For example, certain data may so regularly lead us 

into situations of systematic inconsistency that we may, 

at the later stages of the coherence analysis, prefer to 

mitigate or revoke their initial plausibility. On the 

other hand, certain data may be found to have more connec

tions to other parts of the system and thus have their plau

sibility increased. It may also happen that the data may
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provide the system with a greater comprehensiveness and in 

this way have their plausibility increased. This retro- 

validation process may discover that initially highly rated 

data result in so many inconsistencies and gaps in the system 

that the method by which we rate the plausibility of the 

data may have to be modified. This entails shifting the 

parameter-mix of the method; certain parameters that were 

given a high degree of importance may have to be mitigated 

or traded off with other parameters. This is the process 

of "selfsubstantiation." It concerns the continual self- 

criticism of our method in light of the selfcorrection of 

the data on the cognitive or theoretical level.

Even after this cognitive process is granted, there 

is still an inherent inadequacy. We cannot simply let our 

cognitive methods sit in judgment on themselves. As Rescher 

states, "It is always striking here how beautifully every

thing meshes at the theoretical level--one bit of strange-
29ness being supported by others." 7 He is speaking here of 

certain "occult" methodologies that can be self-justifying 

if there are no external controls put on them. The point 

here is that our systematization needs controls that are 

not ultimately cognitive. Rescher views the pragmatic 

efficacy of our systematizing as providing this "unmanipu- 

lable reality" which is the ultimate legitimation of our method

Rescher admits that this process of pragmatic 

validation of our method includes a fusion of both cognitive
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and pragmatic elements. But there is no explanation of 

this mutual supporting connection. I submit that it is the 

contextual cognitive system that determines the criteria 

for saying that a method "works." One begins with an in

quiry procedure (a method) which in turn validates certain 

theses. Then the validated "truths" are applied in a way 

that is determined by the cognitive system itself. The 

success or failure of the thesis-validation is determined 

by whether or not the statements serve to further the system 

toward its applicative goal. For example, if a pragmatic 

criterion of a scientific system (the context) is seen to 

be "predictability" then a method that validates theses 

that serve to enhance the predictive capacity of the system 

is itself legitimated. The cognitive criteria determine 

how the methodological results are applied, but it is the 

pragmatic application that ultimately provides the legiti

mation of that method. The application is not a cognitive 

matter, but it is determined and judged by the cognitive 

contextual criteria.

There are three important points that I would like' 

to note concerningtthis""methodological pragmatism."

First, we are dealing with a given in terms of the contex

tual criteria of pragmatic efficacy and methodology. We 

do not start the procedure with a "clean slate" we must 

always operate within the confines of the criteria and 

methods accepted by the contextual community at any given
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time. The second point is that the process is one in which 

we continually bring the criteria and the methodology into 

an equilibrium whereby each is adequate to the other in 

terms of applicative results. As we have seen, the given 

criteria may demand a change in the method that is employed. 

But on the other hand, certain criteria may have to be aban

doned due to the lack of a suitable method that will validate 

theses that fulfill those criteria. It is probably the 

case that without some relatively adequate method, certain 

criterial-pragmatic demands will not even arise in the first 

place. The method must be adequate to the criterial demands 

of the cognitive system and the criterial demands must stay 

in line with the method. The pragmatic controls work both 

ways. The cognitive criteria cannot stand without a rela

tively sufficient method, and a method cannot stand that 

does not comply with the cognitive criteria of pragmatic 

efficacy. To bring about this equilibrium there is the 

need of a continual readjustment and reassessment in both 

the theoretical and applicative cycles of retrovalidation. 

Only when these two levels are brought to a relative (or 

at least partial) equilibrium is there the possibility of 

any pragmatic value or control. Thirdly, this is not to 

be thought of as a conservative principle which stifles the 

progress and growth of knowledge because the whole process 

concerns the "revision and sophistication of our ventures 

at cognitive systematization, a process which produces by
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way of iterative elaboration an increasingly satisfactory

system, one that is more and more adequate in its internal 
30articulation or effective in its external applicability."^

> 5• Conclusion

The basis of coherentist epistemology lies in the

concept of "system." We have discussed various possibili

ties of providing the criteria of our knowledge such as 

"correspondence" and "foundational intuition" and found 

them to be lacking in terms of a criteriology of truth.

In view of these difficulties, we have adhered to the view 

that our systematization is not only regulative but also 

constitutive of our knowledge. The system itself provides 

the criteria for what is to be accepted as knowledge (jus

tified, true belief). The remaining regulative role of 

systematization is not to be slighted, for it is extremely 

important. The determination of and adherence to the system 

atic criteria is a matter of the regulative methods we em

ploy. We have seen that this method itself is in need of 

extra-logical restriction and control. For without this 

there is the danger of falling into a vicious circle of 

validational procedures or an extreme subjectivism or con-

• ceptual relativism. The control of our systematization is

carried on by a continual interaction between the systematic 

cognitive level and its applicative or pragmatic results.

The result is a system that is continually being refined so

as to fulfill its contextual purposes in ever more adequate
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ways.

Three major consequences of this discussion should 

be pointed out. First, a coherentist epistemology makes no 

prejudgment as to the form of the system. We do not have 

a conception of the way the system should look and then 

try to organize it to meet those demands. Rather, we start 

with a given and then notice the form that the system takes 

as we go along the retrovalidation process. The second 

concluding point is that the limits imposed on the system by 

criterial-methodological inadequacies is not to be taken 

as an absolute skepticism but rather a demand to continue 

the systematization process. This is because it is the 

process of systematization itself which continually over

comes these inadequacies. The third point I would like to 

bring out is that this approach provides an intriguing 

epistemological base for theological claims. My concern in 

the next chapter will be to explore some of the ramifica

tions of this approach in the theological context.



CHAPTER III

THEOLOGY AND COHERENTIST EPISTEMOLOGY

1. Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to attempt to 

apply the coherentist epistemology introduced in Chapter 

Two to the theological task. In doing this, I will take 

the view that although there is certainly an important 

affective element to religion, many beliefs and theologi

cal statements (I am concerned primarily with the theistic 

Judeo-Christian tradition) are to be seen as actual asser

tions of truth and knowledge and not some hidden moral or 

emotional utterances posing as truths. As I. M. Crombie 

states:

Christianity, as a human activity, involves much more 
than simply believing certain propositions about matters 
of fact, such as that there is a God, that He created 
this world, that He is our judge. But it does involve 
believing these things, and this believing is, in a 
sense, fundamental; not that it matters more than the 
other things that a Christian does, but that it is 
presupposed in the other things that he does, or in the 
manner in which he does them.

As F. Ferre' says, "a faith unconcerned with cognitive issues 

is emasculated.” In other words, I am advocating a non

reductionist epistemic basis for theological claims.

This coherentist approach sees these theological 

assertions as inherently systematic, that is, a body of

29
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knowledge (justified, true belief). The systematization 

of theological assertions is to be seen under the "Hegelian 

Inversion" which views the process in constitutive, and not 

merely regulative or organizational terms. In other words,

• knowledge is determined solely by systematic considerations.

This is not a novelty to theology in light of the great 

medieval summas and protestant compendiums. Any novelty 

that might lie in the present approach would have to be in 

the explicit concession that knowledge or presumptive truth 

(that is, statements presumed to be true in non-absolutis- 

tic ways) is not to be gained by means of direct correspon

dence with the theological "facts" or by intuition. If 

revelation is to be accepted as a means of theological know

ledge, on this account, it can only be deemed to provide 

this in terms of an on-going constitutive theological system 

atization. In this sense, the means by which theological 

knowledge is gained is seen to be no different from that of

other fields. The differences lie in the purposes and "tex- 
3

ture"-^ of the system and the methods of systematization em

ployed .

2 . The Theological Task

The first thing that I would like to do is set

forth two intimately connected fundamental tasks or pur

poses of the theological system. There are a number of 

seemingly contradictory statements in the traditional 

theistic system. One of these statements concerns the
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transcendency of God. God is seen to be "beyond" the world 

and yet somehow the theologian desires to express proposi

tional knowledge of God. Why would one (logically) desire 

this knowledge that, on the surface, seems impossible to
• attain? I am not asking a question to be answered by the

psychology of religion, but rather, a logical question con

cerning the connection between the knowledge of God, God's 

transcendence, and the theological task. Some heuristic 

help on this issue comes from Wittgenstein's Tractatus 

Logico-Philosophicus. In section 6.4l he states that "The 

sense of the world must lie outside the world." In 

Wittgenstein's sense, this is a logical transcendency and

one that is particularly attuned to the very special meaning 
II

he gives to the "world." But the theological relevance 

lies in his statement "To view the world sub specie aeterni 

Is to view it as a whole--a limited whole.This is the 

traditional status of God's knowledge of the world. It 

is only God that is seen to have this "eternal" view of the 

world. These two statements from the Tractatus provide 

us with a logical account of the relation between the tran

scendence of God, the knowledge of God, and the theological 

task. It is God's (transcendent) being, will, plan, etc. 

that provide the meaning, sense, and actual existence of the 

world. Thus, any comprehensive sense or meaning of the 

world is intimately connected to this knowledge of God. A 

fundamental aspect of the theological task is to provide
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this comprehensive and unified meaning to the various 

elements of our lives without the restrictions of less com

prehensive contexts. And this is done in terms of the know

ledge of God because it is the function of the concept of 

"God" that gives this system its characteristic compre

hensiveness. Let us now take a look at this function.

A distinctive aspect of the theological system is 

that inadequacy in terms of knowledge is demanded by the 

concept of a transcendent God. God is always "beyond" 

our knowledge of God. But this inadequacy is not to be 

taken as a complete lack of knowledge. Rather, the con

cept of "God" is seen to be a "limiting" concept along the

lines of a Kantian "limit." Kant makes a distinction be

tween bounds and limits. "Bounds (in extended beings) 

always presuppose a space existing outside a certain defi

nite place and inclosing it; limits do not require this, 

but are mere negations which affect a quantity so far as 

it is not absolutely complete." He goes on to say that 

in mathematics and natural science human reason admits of 

limits but not bounds, that is, there is no possibility of 

explanatory completeness in these areas. The reason for 

this lies in what might be called the "Principle of Question 

Propagation."' According to this principle, "every answer 

gven on principles of experience begets a fresh question, 

which likewise requires its answer and thereby clearly 

shows the insufficiency of all physical modes of explanation
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to satisfy reason." The point that I would like to make 

here is that there is no reason to limit this question 

propagation to the areas of mathematics and natural science. 

In confining this to only these areas Kant has put a rather 

arbitrary bound on the "dynamism" of human reason concern

ing systematic knowledge. The only difference with regard 

to explanatory completeness between the theological system 

which sees "God" as a "limiting" concept and the natural 

sciences is that in the latter case incompleteness is always 

an open possibility whereas in the former it is explicitly 

demanded. Any systematic knowledge of God that is proposed 

always carries with it the imperative to further, more com

plete knowledge even though it is explicitly conceded that 

this is ultimately unattainable.

This imperative toward completeness is extremely 

important to the task of providing a unified world-view.

The process of attempting to attain the completeness of 

the knowledge of God is geared to providing a field com

prehensive enough to unify or give sense to (in principle) 

all non-theological fields of knowledge and experience.

This does not mean that once we have this "unified" view 

of these other various systems we can dispense with them in 

favor of some grand substitute that will take their place. 

The theological system does not presume to do the work of 

other specific systems (e.g. scientific or ethical). An 

essential purpose of the theological system lies in
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providing an adequate cognitive background for the know

ledge gained and experiences encountered in our daily lives. 

The point is that the theological system is to he constructed 

in such a way that a more comprehensive putative knowledge

• of God results in a more unified "coherent" world-view.

This is because the theological system is (coherently) 

constructed only in terms that are relevant to the wide 

diversity of experiences and fields of knowledge that make 

up our world.

This relevancy concerns what might be called the 

extrasystematic cohesion of the theological system. Under 

this demand, the theological system must have a large 

(indefinite) number of links^ to specifically non-theologi- 

cal fields. Theology gets its sense from the particular 

fields and experiences it unifies. D. Z. Phillips puts 

the matter in these words:

Religion has something to say about aspects of human 
existence which are quite intelligible without reference 
to religion: birth, death, joy, misery, despair, hope, 
fortune, and misfortune. The connection between these 
and religion is not contingent. A host of religious 
beliefs could not be what they are without them. The 
force of religious beliefs depends, in part, on what 
is outside religion...Religion must take the world 
seriously...the connections between religi^ys beliefs 
and such situations must not be fantastic.

It is here that the idea of "theological stratifica

tion" is important. There are various levels and elements 

within the system that relate to each other in various ways. 

For example, there are different doctrines, models of God, 

fields within theology, and modes of doing theology. The



35

point here is not one of a morphology of the system, hut 

to note a certain compartmentalism and pluralism within 

the theological system. This is important in at least 

two respects. First, we are always dealing with a given

• in terms of our systematization. And secondly, because of 

this, our systematization must take into account a multi

tude of different "strata" given within the system. It

is these elements that compose the specific theological 

"data" providing the extrasystematic relevance of the system 

in the comprehensive manner required. Without a large 

degree of cohesion with situations outside the system it

self, there is a severe restriction on the theological rele

vance to the world which theology tries to make sensible. 

Thus, a limitation in the comprehensiveness of extrasystem

atic cohesion results in a limitation of the general ex

planatory completeness both in terms of the knowledge of 

God and the comprehensive understanding of our world. 

Extrasystematic incohesion, consequently, will result in 

a failure of the system to accomplish one of its most fun

damental tasks.

A problem arises when we consider this theological 

task in light of the demand of intrasystematic cohesion.

• Ideally, what is called for in this regard is that this 

whole set of strata is to be related so that there are no 

inferential gaps between them. All the various statements 

which have their extrasystematic points of cohesion are
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to be combined so as to provide a mutually supportive in

ferential system. The problem lies in the fact that these 

strata are themselves incomplete systems under the same
11principle of question propagation that we noted earlier.

In combining such incomplete systems (vzhich we must if we 

are to provide the necessary comprehensiveness) there is 

an inevitable systematic overextension which results in 

inconsistency. Statements of different strata are com

bined together without the necessary inferential "stage 

setting" required for consistent cohesion. In other words, 

these sub-systems need to be "filled-out" or completed 

in order to provide the full degree of consistency when 

combined with other fields within the theological system.

It is because these have inferential gaps between them 

that we find such strata being overextended in order to 

provide some semblance of intrasystematic cohesion. The 

problem of the possibility of inconsistency (incompatible 

conjoinment) arises because of the lack of true inferential 

connections. The reasoning for the connections lacks the 

necessary completeness, thus making these so-called connec

tions really little more than guesses in the direction of 

cohesive unity.

Because the theological system contains strata 

or sub-systems that are incomplete in themselves, there is, 

as we have seen, a certain amount of Inconsistency that 

could arise. These inconsistencies can be tolerated in the
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ness. The theological inconsistencies could be avoided if 

there were no demand for such comprehensive cohesion.

But the point is, the comprehensiveness of the theologi

cal system is fundamental to its task and must, of necessity, 

combine these incomplete strata and tolerate the inconsis

tencies.

It is an important matter to keep these inconsis

tencies at the local level. The theological system cannot 

coherently tolerate a pervasive inconsistency which says 

that "anything goes" as far as claims that are made. This 

is because such a situation would collapse the system in 

terms of its intrasystematic cohesion and thus its compre

hensive explanatory capability. Any true systematicity would 

be utterly destroyed.

The restriction on pervasive inconsistency makes 

it necessary that some incomplete sub-systems within the 

theological system must remain relatively detached or at 

least limited in terms of their intrasystematic cohesion. 

This is a distinctive aspect of this system. Because of 

the various strata demanded by the comprehensive external 

cohesion needed for theological relevance, there must 

remain many inferential gaps among the strata. In other 

words, in some instances intrasystematic cohesion will be 

traded-off for less inconsistency within the system.

Because of these inherent gaps within the system,
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the connections, between the different compartments of 

theology are not "tight."' This is a major difference 

between the theological system and other systems such as 

the natural sciences. Within these there is much stronger 

inferential support because these systems have much less 

comprehensive purposes than theology. The connections 

lose.their inferential strength only when some field 

(e.g. psychology, economics, or mechanics) is systematically 

overextended into a metaphysical, all-encompassing explan

atory system. This is what has happened in certain forms 

of "Social Darwinism" and Marxist thought. The difference 

between this type of myopic overextension and the theologi

cal system I have described is that the former "frames" 

all (or a number of) fields of knowledge in terms of the 

paradigm system, whereas the theological task is to pro

vide a relevant comprehensive field without destroying

the inherent diversity and integrity of non-theological 
13fields. It does this by the various strata demanded 

by the limiting character of the system itself. The com

prehensiveness of "closed systems," such as Marxist social 

thought and Freudian psychoanalytic theories, is not 

attained in the same manner as the theology I have proposed. 

The former attain their comprehensive status generally by 

mitigating true extrasystematic cohesion. By doing this 

they are able to retain a large amount of comprehensive 

intrasystematic cohesion at the cost of not taking seriously
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the diverse purposes and methods involved in systems out

side the paradigm. The theological system must attain 

its comprehensiveness in terms of a large degree of extra- 

systematic cohesion with the result of mitigating the 

demand for a "tight" intrasystematic cohesion. This is 

why we find such a loose inferential texture in the theolog

ical system... Many areas are not connected, and a true 

pluralism remains. "Tight" cohesion can be traded off in 

favor of the general, though sometimes inconsistent, com

prehensiveness that this pluralism provides.

Of course, there will be trade-offs of external

cohesion in certain cases because the statements involved 

provide so much internal cohesion. These claims (e.g. cer

tain accounts of the resurrection of Christ) may lack a 

great deal of extrasystematic cohesion but they provide 

the basis for linking so many of the strata of the theolog

ical structure that they are tolerated. These statements 

may be seen as intrasystematic "linking principles." Such 

principles provide the means by which incomplete sub-systems 

are connected. The connection at hand is only made in 

terms of the specific principle involved and is thus very 

weak in itself. But this provides the basis for further 

work which will either give more inferential support or 

will perhaps call for a lowering of the plausibility of 

statements included in the different strata.

The question of the plausibility of statements
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directly brings up the process by which these claims are 

validated. The coherentist account outlined in the pre

vious chapter saw this primarily in methodological terms. 

Claims are validated when they are "produced" by a proper 

method of systematization. But the whole issue reduces to 

the question of whether a method is proper or not. It 

was held that there is a need for extra-logical, pragmatic 

controls to the method. The main reason for this is to 

circumvent the vicious circle that would occur if we stayed 

within the purely cognitive realm. I have maintained 

that the criteria that determine whether a method is prag

matically successful or not are themselves cognitive.

There is a delicate balance or equilibrium which (ideally) 

must be produced and maintained between the presumed pur

poses of the system and the method utilized to carry them 

out. The process toward the realization of this equilibrium 

is one of continual retrospective revalidation both in terms 

of previously validated claims and parameter-mixes.

3. Conclusion

The elements of validation that I have discussed 

in the previous section are also included in the theolog-

• ical application of coherentist epistemology. I have

suggested a non-reductionist view of the theological task 

and some of the general ramifications involved in the opera

tion of at least three crucial parameters (comprehensive

ness, cohesiveness, and consistency) which any adequate
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intended to point out that theological systematization 

involves a method by which many parameters are utilized.

The method must adhere to various parameters if it is ever 

to attain any relative equilibrium between it and the 

pragmatic criteria of the theological task. The equi

librium is always, by the "limiting" nature of the system, 

to be seen as an ideal which has a regulative force in 

regard to the systematization. Thus, it is always a rela

tive or partial equilibrium in terms of methodological 

adequacy. This means that the method must continually be 

readjusted or modified in its function of meeting both intra 

systematic and extrasystematic demands. In this way theolog 

ical "chaff" is continually uprooted and invalidated.

Even though this is not an inferentially "tight" procedure 

the theological system does have the means to control the 

quality of its own statements--the polyparametrical method 

itself. As concerns the actual method or parameter-mix 

employed, this is not the task of the philosopher but the 

on-going task of theology itself. As we have seen, in such 

a polyparametrical system there could be different trade

offs in different cases. For example, in one case exter

nal cohesion will be traded off for a stronger internal 

cohesion, whereas in another case the demand for compre

hensive internal cohesion will be traded off to keep the 

system from falling into a pervasive inconsistency. The
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method is one which cannot be stated in advance of the 

actual theological work, but rather one which is continually- 

revised as the retrovalidation process continues.

There are two important implications of this view. 

First, the notion of "doctrinal change" becomes a thorough

ly rational procedure, and one to be expected. This is 

because of the continual readjustment of the method that 

produces and justifies various doctrines. Of course, this 

process is to be seen as being extended over long periods 

of time, primarily because of the scope of the task.

Changes with regard to plausibility ratings or revisions 

in method naturally take a long time to ramify throughout 

such a comprehensive and loose-textured system. But the 

change does come about, and it can be accounted for in 

terms of systematic coherence.

The second implication of this approach is that 

any general critique of this system cannot be carried out 

by just noting local inconsistencies- within it. The coher

ence of this system is polyparametrical and it is this 

aspect that lets certain inconsistencies and lack of cohe

sion be coherently tolerated. Both critique and justifica

tion demand much more comprehensive and complex operations 

than are usually employed.

In closing, under this coherentist approach, there 

is no need to revert to an extreme theological skepticism

that arises due to failures inherent (even in a general,
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non-theological context) in the correspondentist or foun- 

dational-intuitionist approaches to the problem of truth 

determination. This is because knowledge or justified 

belief is determined by the methodological systematization 

itself. Therefore, further knowledge however inadequate 

or incomplete, can be attained by adjusting the method 

which validates those claims. But on the other hand, the 

coherentist approach is intended to set restrictions on any 

form of theological "dogmatic petrification" that halts the 

retrospective quality control and revision of our theologi

cal body of knowledge.
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Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1977), PP • 22-33-

15Rescher, Systematization, p. 55- See also 
A. J. Ayer's critique of phenomenalism in The Problem of 
Knowledge (Baltimore: Penguin Books, 1956), PP• 118-129-

16Even the justificatory completeness of formal 
systems is called into question by Kurt Godel's proof 
of the incompletibility of such systems. See Rescher, 
Systematization, pp. 58-65 -

17'Rescher, Systematization, p. 48.

^8Supra., p. 12.

19Rescher, Systematization, p. 44. Also, see 
Stephen Toulmin, The Uses of Argument (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1958) for a discussion of formally non- 
deductive inferential reasoning.
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20Ludwig Wittgenstein, On Certainty, ed., by G. E. M 
Anscombe and G. H. von Wright and trans, by Denis Paul and 
G. E. M. Anscombe (New York: Harper Torchbooks, 1972), 
sec . 142 .

21C. S. Peirce, Collected Papers, vol. V, sec. 5-265 
quoted in Rescher, Systematization, p. 45.

22Rescher, Systematization, p.72.

2^Supra., pp. 10-11.

24Rescher, Systematization, pp. 71-72.

^Edmund L. Gettier, "Is Justified True Belief 
Knowledge?" in A. Phillips-Griffiths, ed., Knowledge 
and Belief (London: Oxford University Press^ 1967), 
pp. 144-146.

Those of Plato in Theaetetus 201 and Meno 98 
and R. M. Chisholm, Perceiving: A Philosophical Study 
(Ithaca, New York: Cornell University Press, 1957)> 
p. 16., and A. J. Ayer, The Problem of Knowledge, p. 34.

27'Rescher, Systematization, p. 76.

28M. Montaigne, Essaies, Bk. II, ch. 12 as quoted 
in Rescher, Systematization, p. 91.

29'Rescher, Systematization, p. 101.

3°ibid., pp. 106-107-

CHAPTER III

. M. Crombie, "The Possibility of Theological 
Statements," in Basil Mitchell, Faith and Logic (London: 
George Allen & Unwin Ltd., 1957)> P- 31-

F . Ferre', "Mapping the Logic of Models in Science 
and Theology," in D. High, ed., New Essays in Religious
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Language (Nevz York: Oxford. University Press, 1969) , p. 7^.

3
The term "texture" applies to the inferential 

strength of the system. For example, a deductive math
ematical system will have a very "tight" texture--changes 
in one area ramify throughout the whole system. Theology, 
on the other hand, (as we shall see) has a very "loose" 
texture.

A
See Ludwig Wittgenstein, Tractatus Logico- 

Philosophicus , trans, by D. F. Pears and B. F. McGuinness 
(London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, I96I), sec. 1-1.21.

•^Ibid., sec. 6.A5. The meaning of the "world" 
as a "limited whole" is not so 'different'from' the traditional 
Christian meaning of "creation." it is Goa's being that 
provides the ontological limits of the creation.

&I. Kant, Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysics 
(Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill Co., Inc., 1950)> P« 101.

7
'This phrase is taken from Rescher's discussion 

of this idea in Systematization, pp. 139-1^3•
Q
Kant, Prolegomena, p. 100.

Q
7The nature of these "links" is a difficult matter. 

They are primarily linguistic and must take the conditions 
of application in the non-theological usages into account 
when applied within the theological system. It is here 
that some'form of analogous usage is called for within 
theological language.

10D. Z. Phillips, Faith and Philosophical Enquiry 
(New York: Schocken Books, 1970), p. 97.98.

11Supra., p. 32.

12This inconsistency is not only to be taken as 
meaning "logical contradiction" but also "the conjoining 
of incompatible claims" where the incompatibility is 
determined by the conventional conditions of application 
of the terms employed.
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13<Phis is not to say that theology has not, in the 
past, been guilty of this "myopic overextension." I am 
opposed to this because it destroys the extrasystematic 
cohesion and relevance of the system. The theological task 
I am proposing is meant to take the relative autonomy 
and integrity of external systems into account and yet 
have true points of relevancy to those systems. For 
example, theology does not do physics, but it must have 
a certain relevancy and cohesion to the on-going physical 
explanation of our world.

14
See supra., pp. 22-23-
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