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Fatker F. Copleston and Professor James F. Ross provide us
with distinguished contemporary statements of such a position.*
They both claim that where we are speaking of a transcendent
and infinite being—the object of a religiously adequate God-
talk—the terms predicated of this being must be used ana-
logically if they are to have any meaning at all. We need
such an analogical account to escape the following dilemma. If,
on the one hand, the terms are used with the same meaning,
say in respect to God and to man, then God becomes an an-
thropomorphic being. That is to say, if God’s intelligence or
love is like man’s telligence or love, then God becomes simply
a kind of superman, a being that is a part of nature, and not an
infinite, non-spatio-temporal being, transcendent to the world.
Yet, on the other hand, if ‘intelligence ’ and ‘love > are said to
have a completely different sense when applied to God, they
lose all meaning for us. The meaning-content of terms such as
‘intelligence * and ‘ loving’ is determined by our experience of
human beings, by our experience of human intelligence and
love, “ and if they are used in an entirely and completely dif-
ferent sense when predicated of God, they can have no meaning
for us when they are used in this way.” 2

‘ Intelligence ’ as applied to dogs and men could have (I don’t
say it does have) a completely different sense and still ‘ intel-
ligence’ could be intelligibly predicated of a dog’s behaviour as
well as a man’s because we could ostensively teach how we

1F. C. Copleston, Contemporary Philosophy (London: Burns and Qates, 1956)
and James F. Ross, “Analogy as a Rule of Meaning for Religious Language,”
International Philosophical Quarterly, Vol. 1 (1961), pp. 468-502. In his later
“A New Theory of Analogy,” in Logical Anelysis and Contemporary Theism, ed.
by John Donnelly (New York: Fordham University Press, 1972), Ross uses
work in structural linguistics to give the outline of a new theory of analogy
which he believes to be compatible with the classical theory. His account there
(where it applies to analogy of proper proportionality) is vulnerable to most of
the criticisms I level at his earlier and more detailed account. I shall concentrate
my discussion most extensively on his carlier and more detailed account, but I

shall in the final section say something which applies particularly to the later
account.

* Copleston, op. cit, p. 93.
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objects of experience as to be inexperience-able’ in any of the
ways common to ordinary human experience.’

It is claimed that it is just here—if our God-talk is to be shown
to have an intelligible factual content—that we must develop

a viable theory of analogical predication. Again, as Ross puts
it, in a more technical rendering of Copleston’s point:

If the predicate terms in G-statements (statements with ‘God’
or & synonym as the subject) are totally equivocal with respect to
the occurrences of the same predicate terms in E-statements (with
any object of ordinary, direct or indirect experience as subject),
then all arguments with an E-statement in the premises and a
G-statement as the conclusion will be invalid, committing the
fallacy of equivocation; and all G-statements will be meaningless

because none of the human experience will count either as evidence
for or as explications of those statements.®

But if our common terms here have a univocal meaning, we
(Ross agrees with Copleston) fall inte a gross anthropomorphism
in which our statements about such an anthropomorphic deity
are certainly literal enough but false or, as Copleston puts it,
at least they commit their user to a concept of God that no
one (presumably no ¢ contemporary man ’) “ would be seriously
concerned to argue” for.® As Ross puts it “ if the G-statement
predicates are univocal with a representative set of instances
of those predicates in E-statements, then our statements about
God will be, in most cases, obviously false and, in the remainder,
misleading.” ** We are back with the old problem: God-talk
seems to be either without a proper meaning or, where it has
an evident factual content, our first-order God-statements are
simply false and embody religious concepts which are plainly
religiously inadequate.* The analogy theory on such con-

? Ross, op. cit., p. 470.

® Ibid., pp. 487-88.

® Copleston, op. cit., p. 89.
*°Ross, op. cit., p. 498.

**8ce here my “On Fixing the Reference Range of ‘God’,” Religious Studies,
Vol. IX (October, 1966), Contemporary Critiques of Religion (London: Mac-
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12 Rogs, op. cit., . 469.

ANALOGY TALK OF GOD—A NEGATIVE CRITIQUE 37

Copleston stresses, tells us very little. Moreover, to be told that
‘intelligent ’ is used analogically when applied to God is not
yet to be told what meaning it does have or even how to de-
termine what meaning it has*® To say that ‘intelligent’ in
() is used analogously to the way it is used in (4) is most cer-
tainly not to tell us how it is used. We still do not know what
it means to say that Fido 1s intelligent. What behaviour traits
are we referring to? What would Fido have to do not to be
regarded as intelligent? As we have indicated with Fido and
his canine brethren, we can resort to ostensive definition but
with God no such thing is possible.

How then do we know how ‘intelligence’ is used when ap-
plied to God? The negative way, though it is a natural way to
proceed, will not do with (6),° God is intelligent,” for we cannot
intelligibly go on saying that God’s intelligence is not like this
or like that, if we cannot say what God’s intelligence is. Every
time I say that God’s intelligence is unlike a characteristic of
human intelligence, I whittle away more of its meaning. To
intelligibly apply ‘ intelligence ’ to God I must make, or be able
to make, some positive aflirmation such as ‘ God is intelligent
in an infinitely higher sense than human beings are.” But this,
Copleston is well aware, is still to say very little. Moreover,
when asked to give “a positive account of this higher sense,”
I find myself, full circle, back to the way of negation. Further-
more, if I continue in the affirmative way I end in anthro-
pomorphism.™ A successful theory of analogical predication
must combine those methods without falling into the pitfalls
of either. As Copleston puts it, “to avoid anthropomorphism
of a gross sort the mind takes the way of negation, departing

from its starting point, namely human intelligence, while to
avoid agnosticism it returns to its starting-point.” * We try
here, in oscillating back and forth between anthropomorphism

'8 Copleston, Contemporary Philosophy, p. 94.
" Copleston, Contemporary Philosophy, pp. 94-95. See also his “ Man, Transcen-

dence and the Absence of God,” Thought, Vol. XLIII (1968), pp. 24-38.
** Copleston, Contemporary Philosophy, pp. 96-97.
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and agnosticism, in our predications concerning God, to hold
together similarity and dissimilarity at the same time.'®
This is indeed perplexing, but we must not forget that we
are speaking, or trying to speak, of a mysterious being transcen-
dent to the universe. We have, Copleston tells us, no direct
apprehension of God.* God transcends our experience and thus
He “cannot be positively and adequately described.” This,
he believes, should not lead to a rejection of God-talk as in-
coherent but simply to a recognition that our understanding
of God—who after all is mysterious—is of necessity inadequate.
Without the possibility of an adequate understanding of God,
we must use analogy to have any understanding of God at all.
This is simply one of the features “ of our understanding of
descriptive statements about God.”** But, Copleston contin-
ues, that our concept of God is imperfect and can never be
thoroughly purified of anthropomorphism does not mean that
the very idea or concept of God is anthropomorphic; it only
means that what Copleston calls the “ subjective meaning”
of  God is intelligent ’ or * God loves his creation ’ is inadequate
and in part anthropomorphic. It does not mean that the ob-
jective meaning of these statements is inadequate.

Copleston’s use of that tricky word ‘ meaning’ is rather un-
usual. By ‘ subjective meaning’ he means “ the meaning-con-
tent which the term has or can have for the human mind.”*
By ‘ objective meaning ’ he means “ that which is actually re-
ferred to by the term in question (that is, the objective reality
referred to ). . .”? In the case of such key God-statements
what is objectively referred to isn’t at all anthropomorphic, but
what our subjective meaning signifies is. It is this meaning
that is inadequate, but not ‘ necessarily false.’

The distinction Copleston draws between ° subjective mean-

¢ Ibid., p. 97.

7 Ibid., pp. 96-97.
18 Ibid., p. 97.

1 Ibid., p. 96.

% Ibid.
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of analogical predication that would distinguish it from a uni-
vocal or equivocal use of predicates when applied to God and
the world.

There is a further problem that Copleston should face which is
directly related to the falsification issue. If his claim that * intelli-
gent’ (for example) is in a definite sense similar, when used of
both God and man, then (given the correctness of the above
argument) in both employments of ¢ intelligent’ the term must
signify at least one common property or, if you will, a relation.
But then, aside from being committed to claiming—inconsistent-
ly with his general] thesis about analogical predication—that at
least one predication of God is univocal, he also in effect com-
mits himself to treating ‘ God is intelligent’ as a statement
which can, at least in principle, be confirmed or disconfirmed,
for if to be intelligent is to have property X and if property X
is never manifested by God or if God does something incon-

sistent with ascribing X to Him, then we have grounds—though
surely nothing like conclusive grounds—for denying that God
is intelligent and if He does manifest X we have grounds for
asserting that ‘ God is intelligent ’ is true. We have (if this is
so) shown how such God-talk is verifiable by showing how
evidence is relevant to the truth or falsity of ‘ God is intel-
ligent.” The same, of course, applies to ‘ God loves all human
beings.” But now these theological-metaphysical statements
become what Copleston elsewhere has denied that they can
be if they are to count as metaphysical statements, namely
empirical assertions.?

This unintended implication of his account of analogical
predication is surely unwelcome, for Copleston is committed to
the view that such God-talk does not at central points consist

*This is very evident in his debate with A. J. Ayer. See A. J. Ayer and
F. C. Copleston, “ Logical Positivism: A Debate,” in 4 Modern Introduction to
Philosophy, ed. by A. Pap and P. Edwards (2nd edition, New York: Macmillan,
1967). In a later essay “ Man, Transcendence and the Absence of God,” Thought,
Vol. XLIIT (1968), Copleston contends that while believers and non-believers

have the same expectations in regard to events in the world, their interpretations
of the world are different. (See p. 87 of his text.)
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in statements of empirical fact open to the usual precedures of
confirmation and disconfirmation. Indeed Copleston seems
anxious to meet, in some way, Flew’s challenge about falsifia-
bility. God-statements are taken by him to be fact.ual state-
ments, but they are alleged to be ‘ factual metaphysical Statii
ments.” Of these Copleston remarks: “I can hardly be sai
to know what is meant by a factual statement unles,s, I am“able
to recognize that something at least is not .asserted and “un-
less I am able to recognize that something is excluded I do not
know what is asserted.”” But in his actu.al arguments con-
cerning this, Copleston does not give us stralghtfo%'ward factual
statements which could be used to conﬁrm. or disconfirm our
theological statements. Rather, reasoning like what ha-s been
called a theological non-naturalist, his statements, us.ed In con-
firmation and disconfirmation, have the same equivocal and
controversial logical status as the statements to ‘Pe confirmed
or disconfirmed. He never breaks out of the 1.'e11g10us netw.ork
of statements; that is to say, in Ross’s terminology, he gives
us no E-statements to confirm his A-statements and so does
not in reality meet Flew’s challenge or give our A-statements
their needed empirical anchorage. .
That this is so can be seen from Copleston’s own analysis of
¢ God is intelligent ” and ‘ God loves all human beings.” He a}sks
us, in asking for the meaning of these statements, tf) cor:&der
why a person would make such stat.ements. C(:nm.der .God
is intelligent.” A man who has the idea of an ex1sten.tlally
dependent world * naturally ascribes the order or system in the
world to a creator. My °subjective meaning '—the only mean-
ing I can have for ‘ God is intelligent,” on Copleston’s acco?nt—
is * There is a creator of the world who orders the world.” But
if one is puzzled over what (if anything? it .could mean to
assert or deny that God is intelligent, one is going to .be equal-
ly puzzled about the statement, give.tn as the ‘ subjective mean-
ing’ or part of the  subjective meaning ’ of that statement. We

25 Copleston, Contemporary Philosophy, p. 99.
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do not have a statement that is plainly an empirical statement
to give empirical anchorage to our G-Statement. The same
applies to “ God loves all human beings.”** Copleston remarks
that if this statement or rather putative statement “is com-
patible with all other statements that one can mention and does
not exclude even one of them,” then it is devoid of factual sig-
nificance. But it appears at least that it is so compatible, for
no matter how many millions are put in the gas chambers, it is
still said by the faithful that God loves his children. No mat-
ter what wars, plagues, sufferings of little children are brought
up a la Dostoevski, they are still taken, by the faithful, to be
compatible with the truth of the statement ‘ God loves all hu-
man beings.” Given such linguistic behaviour, one ig tempted
to think that nothing is excluded in the statement and thus it
appears to be devoid of factual content. But, Copleson avers,
this impression is mistaken. Something is incompatible with it,
only we have been looking for that somethingin the wrong direc-
tion, namely in the experiences of men. But the Christian the-
ologian knows a factual statement with which it is incompatible,
namely ‘ God wills the eternal damnation and misery of all hy-
man beings.” The truth of ‘ God loves all men ’ is confirmed by
‘ God offers all men through Christ the grace to attain eternal
salvation.” Knowing this latter statement to be true, we are
justified in asserting ‘ God loves all men.’ But here again
Copleston is lifting himself up by his own bootstraps, for he is
verifying religious statements by appealing to further religious
statements without any of them getting the necessary empirical
anchorage. The verifying statements are as problematic as the
statements they are supposed to verify. In short, Flew’s chal-
lenge concerning falsifiability is not met, for we have not been
given any empirically identifiable state of affairs that is ex-
cluded by these statements. We do not have the anchorage in

experience that Copleston so stresses as necessary for an under-
standing of God-talk.

* Ibid,, p. 100.
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In short, Copleston has not provided us with an answer to
Flew’s challenge: he has not shown us how experiential state-
ments either verify or falsify * God loves all mankind’ or ¢ God
is intelligent ’ or any G-statement at all and he has not given
an intelligible account of analogy that would enable us to over-
come the anthropomorphism of univocal predication or the
impossibility of understanding what is meant by the predicates
in God-talk if they are used equivocally when applied to God and
the world. He has not shown us how it is that ‘ we see through a
glass darkly,” for given Copleston’s approach to the incompre-
hensible Godhead, we can never know whether, by self-con-
sciously and sensitively using our analogical concepts, we purify
or fail to purify our understanding of God, because we can have
no idea at all of the  objective meaning’ of such a concept.

11X

Ross tries to state in contemporary terms what he takes to
be the vital heart of Aquinas’ theory of analogical predica-
tion. But while his statement is far more complicated than
Copleston’s, it is no more successful.

As has frequently been pointed out, ‘ analogy ’ is itself an
analogical term, that is to say, it has several meanings which
are not unrelated: that is, they are partly similar and partly
different. Moreover, ‘ analogy ’ is a term of art for the scholas-
tics. In speaking of analogy we speak of analogy of attribution,
metaphor and analogy of proper proportionality. But, as Ross
and others have argued, it is analogy of proper proportionality
that is most crucial in considering the analogical relation be-
tween terms predicated of God and terms predicated of man
and other ‘ contingent natures.” It is then to analogy of proper
proportionality that we shall turn.

Ross escapes some of Copleston’s confusions by arguing that
“ analogy of proper proportionality is the general form of lan-
guage about God ” and that it is improper to call this language
inadequate “ for no other language is possible given the Chris-
tian assumption that God is transcendent and different in kind

[
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from all other things.” 2 “God,’ on this account, is “a short-
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e, 1 e (tsiaty i ey
: ator. ut the ignifyi
th.ese properties are all “analogous by proper t;ig;soilgg:fzﬂlirtlg
:el:rlrllslzespe(c; to psych.ologically prior instances of the samz
: ;{n ordinary experience c.ie.scribing statements.” 2 In order
0 make sense of religious discourse, in order to explain how
we haxte any understanding of the concept of God at all
must give an intelligible account of analogy of proper pr o
tionality and then show how it applies to God-talk v propor
fWha.’r, then are we talking about when we speaic of analo
of proper proportionality? A proportion is the equality of tgy
ratios, i.e. a is to b as ¢ is to d. Ross gives several ff;'adi e
the least unfortunate of which is (a) Fido caused tlf)e b kg'ms
and (b) Plato caused the murderous act* Here © can 31('1 ’l s
supposed to be such an analogical term. And in (a) ansg (bl)S
:;f]ee hlfwtle( an :ilnalogy of ’I)roper.proportionality. Fido’s causing
arking 1s as Plato’s causing the murderous act. When
we have analogy of proper proportionality, we have ste;,tement:

of the form:
1. (a) Ais (or has) T
(b) Bis (or has) T
or:
2. AT,
BTy

Where ‘T is a term
» namely a word capable of nam;
: _ ! min
applying to gz thing or things, A and B are things, and x ir?cll'

Y are properties, actj
_ R ons or events. No. 1 ab
1s reducible to no. 2. Ve, Toss argues

v L
Ve are asked Initially to assume that in our paradigm

" Ross, op. cit., p. 501-02,
= Ibid., p. 500.

* Ibid,, p. s01.
¥ Ibid,, p. 487,
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¢ caused ’ is not being used univocally. Later Ross will attempt
to show that this assumption is justified. Secondly, to have
such an analogy there must be at least two instances of the
property signified by <T. As Ross puts it, “ the second condi-
tion states, briefly, that the two things denoted by the term
¢ * must have the property signified by ‘T’ and that the first
condition must still be preserved: that the term is equivocal.” **

There is, as Ross recognizes, quite obviously a problem here.

If T’ is equivocal, the properties would not be the same. But
if the term ¢ T’ in its instances signified the same property, has
the same meaning as or is equivalent in its instances, then, 1
its instances, it has the same intention (connotation) . But if
this is so, then either the term is, after all, univocal or the
second condition is unsatisfiable®2 The first and second
characteristics of such analogical terms appear at least to clash
and this casts doubt on the coherence of analogy by proper
proportionality.

To make sense out of this conception of analogy, we must
show how both characteristics of this type of analogy are joint-
ly satisfiable. This is exactly what Aquinas, Ross tells us, sets
out to do and in Ross’s opinion he 1s successful. To do this
Aquinas must show how a term can be “ univocal in significa-
tion . . . while being equivocal in not conforming to the rule
for univocity of intention.”® That isin (a) ‘Fido caused the
barking’ and (b) ° Plato caused the murderous act > we must
show how ¢ caused’ in both cases signifies the same property,
yet does not have exactly the same intention: does not in each
case have the same conjunction of terms applicable to that
to which each instance of ¢ caused’ is applicable. There must
be some term which 1s applicable to that to which ‘caused’ in (a)
is applicable which is not applicable to that to which ¢ caused’

in (b) is applicable and yet < caused’ in both occurrences

must still signify the same property or set of properties.

*1 Ibid.
32 Jbid.
3s Ibid., p. 487-
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We must .examine whether such a anotion makes sense. It
most certainly appears to be nonsenskzal. But, as Ros .
appearances are not to be trusted her=. | A
(’11"0 .und_erstand .how this might be done, we must attend to
:i 1s.t1nct10n Aquinas makes and Rosz stresses between the res
’ ::(;]l’itcl;zfla ff;ndhth(? modus significandE of a term. A mecessary
conditi 1"; aving an analogy of Droper proportionality is
o ggn;icf t;o. in which the modus s-gnificandi differs and the
T Similals.tth.e same. In such = situation we have the
reaus larity in dl.fferel}ce. We n1ave a situation in which
e b ve a univocal signification togetaer with an equivocal i
errlFon of the terms in question. o
disti(;l CItI;:Il: l?;);thl;ﬁe o.f tthl:' we ;nlst understand Adquinas’
; . intention of i« term specifies
?iltiasgz'opfétg or properties. signified kI the teprfn but 1’1&’1‘; 211)1(2;
o ]affer i t.hThe fox:mt.er is th.e res segnificata of the term and
e e eIway 1t. is .s1gmﬁed-—'s the modus significand:
o the t 2 In cons1der1ng our pa—adigms (a) and (b), if
f > our allegedly analogical term ‘caused,” we can s e’ak
of two instances of the term ‘ caused” differing: in their mI:)dus
.z;zfgmﬁcan.dz in the sense that ‘ caused refers to different kinds
o c:tl)salrl;}}:' .(Ross. also works out. tl= same point for ‘ knowl-
o g({.l) a:ﬂde(1bnte‘r‘1;)1on of ¢ cause(!’ is proportionally the same
n (o and ) - ut t}.le mode in which the property is pos-
S s frslstu;)e\;zr hd]ﬂerte}?tfthe kands of action which can
. 1.7% W ave the found: tion of analogy of
gchosftx%r;;lc}ty in “ the unt.equal and aa fferent in kirigg parIt)ir(gg:
bon ¢ rent natures in the sarmme property according to
'I(:,}:mg;r mode‘s of be}ng determined bs~ their nature.” ¢ ¢
. 3 . ermls knOW}ng and ‘.causaLty’ are indeed univocal
quivocal depending on their use @2 sentences. In (a) and

b < s .

l(a Iz caused * is not univocal even thomgh we may form a meta
ou ¢ i -
guage term ° caused’ or ‘causalit— > which is neutral with

3 Ibid., p. 488.

35 Ibid., p. 489,

8¢ Ibid., p. 490.
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¢ ¢ e ob-
respect to all the object-language’senses ﬁf z:&s:;l.e(;ﬂlvocalo
ject-language senses of ‘caused iu'e t erzl. o
]Given that the meta-language termt' ca;ise(:helrs1 a;t (1111e languase
is neutral in the respect menuonee, ‘ s
irrll(iivlscal with respect to any ob] e.ct-lan.gu'age §e}rlls§) 1(;f hcla: ﬁzddif-
In the different kinds of causa‘hty, dxst,mgulﬁ ae o or
ferent object-language uses of ¢ caused, v:leﬁ avnt) o D e
the difference (the analogues are partl;: i ;re o
meta-language use of the term ‘ caused .weil z{)v e e ceal
i analoiues t?:s;);? gv:{?s 3}1.1&.diﬁerent kinds
¢ ’ is not on ‘ ,
Z;nilf:alii;uzﬁil:isted, in the different uses that ;aufsign eilaiz
in different sentences in the o.bject-langua,geil Tuzesoand o
a meta-linguistic notion which mc.ludesathe other s o
ies them all equally and alternatively.” 1t, as 2 reuls
Itl'l: term, is a predicate in sentences about pf'edlcixtes (; §B n
tlences. ”I‘his meta-linguistic use of the term 1s \;?;zzzla .They
this does not make the objec_t-la,nguage tem}lls ue v 'mténigible
are, in contrast, equivocal. Tt is here tha.t welltav
rationale for snalogy of Brober DR i Ross's argu-
T}’zer%\;}sl;r}:)‘“lr{i’(fv?ir?g ’u(;lr ?z:lused > (the analogotls.prediczite
Iilillegu.estion) is a predicate about pred.icat’es, :vg}:reeri ;lt klisn; ;n;:o zt
o < -
lingui‘s‘t‘ililzzvﬂilr;;’l’s n\(i)viferﬁerwr nz:zmictually talking about
lt:rlltming or causing something—:the ob]ecF—langglatge t)e(ﬁs:}-l\;i
are not talking about linguistic expressions 1;3 : u e
meaning or use in object-language ser.lten,ces.‘ ut wh Te e
are talking about the expression- ¢ know’mg 1({)r ZZ:: Ss;ng‘ AN
talking about language. ¢ She 1s”b{}1d mal es n.s;nse ° has
three letters does not” ‘“She” 1s bald’ is no e
‘ “rShe » has three letters’ is not. ‘Kn:;vledg:s tlf ;jlla k(;usenSe
i im to give up the q ns
%ziajliiiﬁévﬁzzr;z (1:1aauss(:1(i1n}6:1ﬁ:ttersgl and caused has six letters " 1s

s Ibid.
3 Ibid., p- 491.
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nonsense. Again ‘ “ Knowledge ” is difficu t to obtain and Jane

“caused” him to give up the quest ’ is nonsense while ‘ “ Knowl-

edge” has nine letters and “caused” Ims six letters’ is an

intelligible meta-linguistic sentence.

Ross thinks that he has found a unive<cal sense of ‘ knowl-
edge’ and ‘ caused > and a equivocal sense of ‘knowledge’ and
‘caused ’ and that he has thus escaped a cmucial difficulty about
analogy of proper proportionality. But I has not at all, for
he is not really talking about the same vedbal symbol, for, even
on his own definition, we can only say thattwo marks or sounds
are the same verbal symbol when they hawve the “same recog-
nizable pattern.” But ‘knowledge’ and ““knowledge ”’ are
clearly distinct. It is apparent we do not mave the same verbal
symbol or the same expression, so we have mo basis for univocity
and thus none for analogy of proper proportionality.

Let us assume, however, that somehow this difficulty has
been surmounted. Being analogous is a =semantical property
of a term and—someone might possibly argue—I have mis-
takenly treated it as if it were a syntactical property. This
does not seem at all plausible to me, but let us assume that
my criticism can thus be put aside or thac it can somehow be
gone around. (After all, Ross in his later “A New Theory of
Analogy ” has formulated a doctrine of aaalogy which is not
vulnerable on this score.) Still, even wit these assumptions
granted, is everything in order with Ross’s account?

When we apply this analysis to the comcept of God, Ross’s
position gives rise to exactly the same difficulty as Copleston’s.
In the res significata, if analogous terms sigm ify a common prop-
erty or set of properties, as they do, then 1 he terms specifying
that property or set of properties will be univocal and thus
some univocal predications of God are possible. As Ross shows,
if there is to be an intelligible account of analogical predication,
the analogical terms have, through thei~ res significata, a
property or set of properties in common. TWhus there must be

some univocal predication possible concerr ing God if there is
to be any analogical predication at all. Bwt the crucial point
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of Aquinas and the Neo-Thomists is that all predications of
God are analogous. The fact that they are used in different
modes or in different contexts or with differing intentions will
not alter the fact that, since they have a common term signifying
(standing for) a common property, it is the case that some
univocal predication is possible. The terms signifying those
common properties must have been used univocally. In neither
of his essays has Ross escaped this difficulty.

That Ross (and, on his interpretation, Aquinas) is com-
mitted to such a position can be seen from what he says about
(¢) ‘ Fido knows his dog house’ and (d) ‘ Plato knows philoso-
phy.” ‘Knows’ in (¢) and (d) is supposed to be used analo-
gously. But if we accept Aquinas’ partial definition of ‘knowing,’
we have accepted a generic common feature of knowing, 2
property that is common to and distinctive of all knowing. This
feature is, according to Aquinas, “the possession of the form
of another as belonging to another.”®* This is indeed but a
partial and very obscure definition; to fill out his definition
Aquinas adds to the above quotation “according to one’s na-
tural mode of possession.”” This last qualification presumably
gives us the difference which keeps the predication from ac-
tually being univocal. But it remains the case that, on the as-
sumption (questionable in itself) that Aquinas’ account of
knowing is intelligible, it is true that on all uses of ‘knowing’
there is a property that remains common to and distinctive of
all these uses. That is to say, we could construct a predicate
signifying the res significata of ‘ knowing’ that would be predi-
cated of all cases of knowing. This would be a univocal predica-

tion,

Exactly the same thing would be true of the res significata
of “ God’, if the predicates of ‘God’ are to meet Ross’s con-
ditions for analogical predication. But to meet these conditions
they must violate another supposed characteristic of predica-
tions of ‘ God,” namely that all such predications be analogical.

¥ Ibid.

[P

.

ANALOGY TALK OF GOD—A NEGATIVE CRITIQUE 51

In sh-ort,' Jor there to be analogical Predication of a subject term
some umvocal predications must b= possible. Yet Aquinas and
the N eo-.Thomists will not allow th=at there can be any univocal
predications of ¢ God ’ ; but then it-is impossible for there to be
any analogical predications either.,

As a kind of postscript to this a~gument, it should be noted
that Ross’s account here clasheg radically with Yves Simon’s
account of analogical predication. Ross is committed to the
clalm'that in analogical predication the res significata picks out
generic features common to all inst ances of a given analogical
term.. But Yves Simon’s fundamenta] point is that such ab-
straction is impossible for analog_cal predication. Two im-
portant Thomistic accounts are im plain conflict with each
other.

.Even if my above arguments are mistaken and Ross has
given an intelligible account of analogical predication, it will
not work for what it is really crucial for, namely for ¢ Go’d.’ We
if it were correct, would never be i~ a position to understanci
tl}e modus significandi of * God.’ As Aquinas, Copleston, Ross
Sfmon, and Thomists generally all stress, we can ha,ve nc;
direct apprehension of God. We are limited to our own human
ways of apprehending things. But the  modus significandi of
predl?ates applied to ‘God’ is surgposed to be (iistinguished
by belflg according to God’s distinctie mode of possession. But
we finite creatures can have no unc erstanding of that, so we
can .have no understanding of the znodus signiﬁcandz" of the
predicates applied to God. When Aquinas tells us that the
nature of the thing denoted by the Bogical subject determines
th.e modal elements of the intention ¢ f predicates which are ap-
p!IEd to the subject, he cannot apply this to ‘God,” for no
dlrec.t apprehension of God is possitde and if no dire(;t appre-
hension 1s.pos’sible—if no use has even been given to ‘a direct
zg)lfgegilﬁ::i)n of God—then no indmrect apprehension is pos-

If it is replied that “knows’ in ‘F do knows his dog house ’
has the same logical features as love * in ‘ God loves all man-
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kind,’ yet it is plainly meaningful, 1t simply must be pointed
out, against Ross, that ‘ Fido knows his dog house’ does not
have all these logical features. It is not the case that there 1s
« within the intention of the terms applied to animals . . . no
term which specifies how the dog knows.” * We can speak of
conditioning, of memory, of seeing a familiar object, of smelling
and a host of other things. If we are prepared to use ‘know’
with respect to animals, we can bring in these definite charac-
teristics, for this ‘ mode of possession.’

Let us again assume that all my previous criticisms of Ross’s
reconstruction of Aquinas have been in some way mistaken.
Yet there are still further difficulties in his account. Aquinas
is claiming that a mecessary condition for two terms being.
analogous by proper proportionality is that they differ in their
modus significandi but have the same in res significata. But
this is but a necessary condition, for the terms could still be
equivocal ** So far we have at best explained (1) “why cer-
tain terms cannot be used of God and creatures univocally ”
and (2) “how a term can in two instances signify the same
property and yet be equivocal.” > In short, we have at best
shown how the first two conditions for analogy of proper propor-
tionality are compatible. But there is a third condition, namely
that there must be a proportional similarity between what is
denoted by the two putatively analogous terms.

We must scrutinize this notion of ‘ proportional similarity.’
There is a similarity in what the terms in question stand for
“if they are in some respect identical but never numerically
identical.” #* The respects, of course, must be specifiable. ¢ Pro-
portion’ for Aquinas, is a synonym for ‘relation.” ‘Relation,’
e.g. ‘ to the left of,” is a two or more place predicate in object-
language sentences. By “ proportionality between A and B,
Aquinas means, according to Ross, that “there is a simalarity

4 Ihid., p. 492.
“ Ibid., p. 494,
“ Ibid.

 Ibid., p. 495.
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incﬂ:he proportions (or relations) of A and B.” Thus there is
a prqportional similarity . . . between any two things, A and
B,’ which have similar relations to some property, event, or
thmg.” ** Thus for ‘ caused’ in (a) ‘Fido caused the barki’ng’
and (b) ‘Plato caused the murderous act’ to be analogous
by proper proportionality, they must have some common
Pre-perties or relations.* Ross then significantly mentions that
if wve are to be able adequately to establish a doctrine of
anmlogy by proper proportionality, we need some criterion to
de ermine when in fact two things are proportionally similar.*®
Wf’ fleed in short “a criterion of similarity of relations” and
this in turn means that we must be able to say in what respect
th(sf are similar and this, as Ross points out, means that they
are 1n some respects identical, though never numerically identi-
‘cal_" Recall that for Ross, as for most followers of Aquinas
God” is a short hand substitute “for the definite description
whach would result from a combination of all the properties
shc wn to be attributable to one unique being with some ° psy-
ch Jogically prior’ property such as  First Cause’ or ‘Cre-
atcex’.”’*® This means (gives to understand) that there is at
least a partial identity between God and the world. But this
mest certainly seems to be a denial of Ged’s transcendence. Tt
seems, at least, to make it impossible to say what Thomists and
all orthodox Christians and Jews want very much to say, name-
ly that God is transcendent to the world. (Note the initi,al quo-
tat ons from Gilson and Mascall.)
lo.wever, following Bochenski here, Ross sets out a criterion
for similarity of relations that might, if workable, mitigate
somewhat this anthropomorphism by making it innocuous. We
can say ‘that ‘ Relation R is similar to relation R”’ if (1) both
are relations and (2) if they “have common formal properties
wit7 respect to either a formal or merely linguistic set of axioms,

“FTbid,
“Tbid.
T bid., p. 496.
W bid., p. 495.
“Wbid, p. 470.
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the la—ter not being explicitly tormulated in ordinary language,
or, th=y have a common property.” ** Yet, as Ross is quick to
point out himself, there are plainly difficulties here. If we con-
sider first whether there are common “ formal properties, 1. e.
comn_on syntactical and semantical properties,” we face the
difficalty that such an ideal language has not yet been worked
out ¢md that it “supposes a more extensive formalized lan-
guage than seems practicable.” ** But, it seems to me, that
there is a far more crucial objection to this first alternative in
settimg out a criterion for similarity of relations, pamely that
in so talking about purely formal properties we are, in effect,
talking about an ideal language or an uninterpreted calculus.
To gve it an interpretation so it would have some application .,
to reality, including the putative reality of God, we would
need to be able to specify some non-formal properties. Thus,
the Sirst alternative in effect reduces to the second and to
spec fy non-formal properties would, in the case of talk of
God require the unwanted partial identification of God and the
workd, Indeed, we would have a univocal predication bobbing
back up at us again, for we can, as Ross puts it, have a propor-
tion=al similarity only if the terms are in some respect identical.”
Ross operates (quite properly I believe) on the assumption
thal if x is similar to y, then there must be some respect in
whizh x is similar to y. But this, given his reconstructions of
Aqu inas’ account, in effect lays the foundation for the ines-
capability of some univocal predications of God. But it is ex-
acthy this conclusion that he and Thomists generally wish to
avoad.

There is a further related difficulty in Ross’s account similar
to - difficulty we found in Copleston. His account would make
a s—atement such as ¢ God loves all men > open to Flew’s chal-
len=e. That is, such statements would be empirically verifi-
abl= (confirmable or disconfirmable) , for it is a question of

 Ibid., pp. 496-97.
5 Ibid., p. 497.
s Ibid., p. 495.
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empirica,l fact whe—her ‘loves’ in ‘ Nixon loves all Americans’
and ‘loves’ in ¢ Gol loves all men ’ have a property in common
(That this is so, is even more evident in Ross’s “A Nevs;
Theory of Analog—.”) But, as Thomists argue in other con-
texts, suc}_1 God-st_tements are not so verifiable.”* But, if they
accept this last crterion, of similarity of relations, th(-’)y mus‘t
treat such. God-tal= as open to empirical confirmation and dis-
c?nﬁrma,tlon. The.s want it both ways but they cannot con-
s1ste.nt1y have it beth ways.

Finally, even if ve accept, as I argued we could not, common
purely ff)rmal prop=rties as an adequate criterion for similarity
we still in a way ame caught by Flew’s challenge, for it is a fa,ct,
whether there are or are not such formal properties. If we
¥1a.ve no reason to say that there are, then we should say that
{t is Pr?bably false that ‘ God loves all men’ and the like are
intelligible, i. e., do_have their intended factual significance. At
the very least, we sa0uld say that we had evidence that counted
against the intelligibility of that claim. But the faithful are
not at all willing t> put their claims to such a test. In short
e.ven‘ if such a thecry of analogy can be worked out for terms,
like ‘ caused’ and knows,” it does not work for God-talk. If
no other language =s possible, as Ross claims, if we are to talk
literally and intellizribly about God, then it must certainly ap-
pear that we canndb talk literally and intelligibly about a non-
a{lthropomorphic G-od, for such an account of analogical pre-
dication is thorougl 1y broken-backed. ’

1v

I have not clain_ed that generally speaking all theories of
analogy have been.shown to be unsatisfactory. I do not even

*2See here M. J. Charl=sworth, “ Linguistic Analysis and Language About God,”
In(er?mtional Philosophi-al Quarterly, Vol. 1 (1961), pp. 139-67, Th :
Corbishley S. J‘., “ Theolmgy and Falsification,” The Univer.vitg./ No. 1 '(1950(-):1‘28
IC. B. Daly, “The Knrwableness of God,” Philosophical Studies (Maynooth,
relalr‘ld), Vol. IX (1959). pp. 90-137. I have critically examined their vi in
my “ God, Necessity and Falsifiability,” in Traces of God in a Secular é‘;‘;ﬂ .
ed. by George F. McLean  (Alba House: Staten Island, New York, 19173) e
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claim that for the conception of analogy of proper proporzlt(;nﬁ;
ity. What I have shown, if at least mos.t of my alrgume s art
sound, is that two distinguishffd a.nd influentia aicou s o
analogical predication have crippling defec'ts. I’le.r a.lpserhaps
account could, or even does, escape these difficu tlies,.p haps
there is or could be a perspicuous .a,c.count of analogica :;tic
dication. I do not know of one, but it is well to remain agn
re.
On};i};:zlls;?I should say something about a later 1and ’Pz:[l“f;leli
effort by Ross, namely his “A .New Theory of Anlz? og}f.stics re
he deploys some of the techx?lque of structural mg:x e o
appeals to some of their findings. But, I shall argil t, o
the result that he has shown how thefe is & formu ablq of the
doctrine of analogy of proper progortlon.ahty that o vmt i e
key difficulties I have found in his earlier and more exte
accl(:lul?its. “A New Theory of Analogy,” Ro§s shows whatfl htaxlr:
not been concerned to deny, that anallogy‘ is a pervasweb eautsled
of natural languages, that any predlca'tw(‘a‘ term ia:h zx ‘an_
analogously and that z;nalogy 15”12301-11;0(1121(3(1 E)taxi": (zhe :; & ;;hat
i of . . . language. ¢
‘S‘l(;:llalsl;n’i‘:;: have varying meanings in different contextts)eani
that the meanings of some pairs of the same-terms may 1 1;1 g
garded as being derivative eit,her fr(om oile fas;)::l)ex;) f(:t}zz:z; o
“prior’ use (or set o
:Z':lm(,;)w(;of::ﬂr: (Sz?inzltimfr:) Lo Furthermor.e, I.agree tlfat
competent native speakers can and do recognize, 1M pr:c};lg;:‘
at least, that “ there are sets of same—tex:m-occurrencej vhich
are, taken pair by pair, equivocal but which can be order -~
meaning derivatives . . > %% There are stfts of same-t;:rrflt-oc u
rences which are in pairs equivocal which are regularily ¢

58 Ross, “A New Theory of Analogy,” in Logical Analysjis m?d (i(,mtem};;:;:)y
T heism, ;d by John Donnellly (New York: Fordham University Iress, .
p- 126.

5¢ Ibid., p. 125.
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trolled and there are pairs which are not. Ross’s example of
the last for ‘ fast’ seems well taken. & Compare ‘ He ran fast,
‘He observed the fast,” ‘ He stood f_st’ and ‘ He considered
her fast’) The various uses of ‘fast’Jhere vis-a-vis each other
seem at least to be regularity control ed, though it is difficult
to be confident about this, (Is not fast’ in ‘He considered
her fast * derivative from fast ’ in ‘ H= ran fast’) ? Now com-
pare these uses of ‘ fast’ with the uses of ‘ count’ and ° calcu-
lated’ in the following: ° Children cownt when taught to’ and
* Computors count when programmed to’ and ‘In oppressing
the dissidents the use of physical fo~ce was calculated’ and
in ‘In building the bridge the physical-force of the spring floods
was calculated’ ‘Count’ and ‘calculmted’ here are equivocal
when just the same term pairs are considered, but it is also the
case that they differ from *fast’ in baing regularity controlled
vis-a-vis each other. ‘ Count’ in  Com putors count when pro-

grammed to’ is derivative from ‘coumnt’ in ‘ Children count

when taught to’ in a way that the difi=rent instances of ‘ fast’

cited above seem at least not to be de-ived. Similarly the first

instance of ‘ calculated’ above is derivable from the second in-
stance.

What Ross rightly stresses is that thege are such analogy
regularities built into the structure df our language. People
with a grasp of the language readily understand derivative
uses of terms; there are, legitimatizirg them, meaning regu-
larities within the corpus of our actusl discourse and in mas-
tering our language (English, Spanish,=Swedish, etc.) , we come
to have an understanding of them.

However, the acceptance of all this = quite compatible with
making the criticisms I have made of Copleston’s and Ross’s
accounts of analogy, for they were giv ng a certain reading or
account of ‘ analogy’ which would haare a certain import for
theology. They were not just estallishing that there are
analogical uses of language. My criticssms have been directed

against their readings and against thexr attempted theological
employment.



KAI NIELSEN
58

’ ¢ > to
In his ‘ new theory ~ Ross uses ¢ count 1:imd cizu;it;e(ils w0
3 ty wor
ibi logy of proper proportionalt
o ething gch cgn quite naturally be extrapolated from

d something w o e
csl:renantic regularities in our natural languages. Consid

following: -
1) Children count when taug .
((2)) Computors count when programmed t{).“1 ed
(8) The use of force by the police was cg, C .
(4) The force of the wind was calculated.

in wi have

“th (1) and (2) and agam w1tl.| ‘(3) and .(4) , We
2?::{0?1:;1@2 )which are meant to eXhl'blt 'analogles‘(():i lf;:?f;
proportionality. In (2) ‘count’is d‘emvatl\:e from
(1) and it differs in meaning froFl. count O e
the ways in which ¢ com'pu’cors in (2? difers B S eaning
category from ° children’ in 1. Th.at is n;nz,;n e
of ‘count”’ in (2) is derivative from lts, raear I ) o he
altered “ with respect to ¢ comput:;f'; rnflr ()];Stthose e

i 1 m diffe j
Sema??’lf“ cia:ei‘) 1"l‘etshfg : d?f;::ertxzz-of-meaning by cgr::bin}z:-tonal
dreir;ction which corresponds to prop0{'t10nah’.cy. .“T is (ie::g
(;(;)Illes us to understand the shift of meanng, while still carry

which sometimes obtain when there is a shift from

similarities, ¢ The same considera-

one discourse environment. to another.iL
tions hold for * calculated > in (3) and ( )h ot torms differ

In (1) and (2) and in (3) and' (4). both pa1 of terms & o
in their respective pairings in their discourse f;:lv onments

‘< is what in modern terms could be called t. eir in
. ‘v"( ficandi. But in both cases there 18 still a samenes
?nof;;s;;}q;z;lfbcdta f;)r each. In simpler terms (or at least In a
in

re familiar jargon) Ross’s point could be put as follows:
mo

1 hich
in both pairs respectively the property (set of properties) whi

. . ty:
the term signifies is present and indeed is the same property
e term

V f
1. €. uI‘t 1 rfle

s Jbid., p. 189.
57 Ibid.
58 Ibid.

in (1) in exaetly =

ANALOGY TALK OF GOD—A NEGATIVE CRITIQUE 59

properties), and both times ‘calcidated’ signifies the same
property (set of properties), but mn both cases respectively
“the conditions of use of the term ir two contexts . . . prohibit
us from making all the same infercmces of each occasion.”*
¢ Calculated’ on both occasions of &ts use signifies the same
property and ‘ count’ on both occassons of its use signifies the
same property, but the entailments oZ * calculated’ and ‘counts’
differ, showing that in each case the >roperty is present in each
subject in a different way.
However, as in his first account, there is in this very same-
ness in the res significata an impliciz appeal to univocity. In
(1) and (2) and (3) and (4) this can be seen, In spite of
all the difference in discourse envirormment ‘ count’ in (1) and
‘count’ in (2) both signify a reckoning up to find a sum or
total. When we assert—talking aboukt either or both what the
computors did or the children did—* Ihere was a reckoning up
to find a sum,” we can in that proposkion say something which
is significant and indeed sometimes =even true. And there is
also a predication here, but the precication ‘ reckoning up to
find a sum here ’ is univocal.*®
The use of ‘calculated’ in (3) ard (4) might seem more

helpful for Ross. In (8) ‘calculated’ could be replaced by

‘deliberate’ with little, if any, char ge in meaning. But no

such substitution could be made in (4), yet ‘calculated’ in

(3) 1s derivative from ‘calculated’ mn (4). We move from

‘computed by figures’ to ‘ascertaired beforehand by exact

reckoning’ to ‘ planned deliberately. And here °calculated’

~cems to have a family-resemblance 1 ather than its being the
case that there is any respect in wh_ch what they signify is
similar. What, it is well to ask, is the =haracteristic in common

** Terence Penelhum, op. cit., p. 81. Penelhu— generally in his discussion of
analogy acknowledges his indebtedness to Ross.

*°1 simply use ‘predication’ here in the standarll. way, characterized by Michael
Durrant as follows: “ An expression that gives u- a proposition about something
if we attach it to another expression that identil@ingly refers to something which
we are making the proposition about.” See Mich: €l Durrant, The Logical Status
of *God’ (London: Macmillan Ltd., 1978), pp. Xiii-Xiv,
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signified by ‘calculated’ in (8) and (4)? In both cases we
are talking about something reckoned up according to plan.
But do ‘reckoned up’ and © according to plan’ signify common
properties or are they themselves family-resemblance terms?

Even allowing that the elusive conception of family-resem-
blance is well-enough fixed so as to exclude common charac-
teristics between paired terms, both (8) and (4) would be
false, if no expected result was ascertained. And it is im-
plausible to claim that ‘result was ascertained’ is so different
in the two environments that there is no respect in which what
they signify is similar. Moreover, as Ross acknowledges him-
self, where there is a similarity between two terms we must, for
‘similar’ to be intelligible, be able to say in what respect they
are similar. But then again we can see how univocal predica-
tion underlies analogical predication such that the very pos-
sibility of two terms being in an analogical relation of proper
proportionality requires that we can make some univocal predi-
cations of what is referred to by these terms. And this brings
with it the host of problems I discussed in the previous section.

In sum, Ross in two essays, one detailed and utilizing some
of thetechniques of modern logic and one more sketchy and using :
some of the techniques of structural linguistics, has sought to
articulate a sound theory of analogy which will serve as a crucial
philosophical underpinning in making sense of our talk of
God. I have argued that he has failed in both attempts, though
in the latter he has made it quite evident that there are analogi-
cal uses of language and he has shown us something about
these uses. But neither he nor Father Copleston have given
us an account of analogy which will enable us to make sense
of non-anthropomorphic God-talk.
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