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CHAPT . I 

C ITI CISM OP THECLOOICAL LANGUAOE 

:r:~ 't!1eol og! eal 1anguage mean1~? The mean1ngf'ulneaa 

o. t haolo,:ioal 1ar:.guaga 1-'.aa 'baan dis o-..i.ased a great deal 1n 

z• c '"'t yr;ars b2f' tuo school s et ph1l.osophet•llS0 mmelJ' the 

:' n .. ia . Pcmit1vists a."2.d t he L1ngulst1c .1'\nal.yats. The toNer 

t ~· e l'!?e!n·t~a~ tlzat t!'imloglcal. l&llg?!a~-e 1e oompletely m~ 

i..~ 1 se. 

no of th raost promanmt Logloal Poalt1vl■ta 1a Alrr-9'1 
. . 

J , a Ayer-a Me 1 avowedly 1n oloses-t agreement wlth the 

. .T.,..o ··iQR Pos1t1v1sts who acmpose the av1ems.ase Cbole• undeza 

·~Le l~eder-sh1p of' Mor1ta c-oh.11ok9 owing DlOl.t to Rudo1f' 

'!e.~~., .. 1 lf1s book, LIJ?l;uMGq T£Bth !iE. Logic hall atta1ne4 . 
clttaaic &tG.tt1s as a repreaentat1Ye .of log1oa1 poa1t1T!et 

t .. ughto we ehal.11meat1pte i\yer•a ozaitlolsa ot theologt

oal lanf!lll96•• 

befor e tzweat1gat111g the content ot Ayer•• orltlol• lt 

ls neoessary to look at hla »h11oaopldoal preBUppOalt1ou. 

I t 18 hlG Tlew that pblloaoph1oa1 prapo81t1om an4 thua pbl

loaophloal problm• are mt 1"aotua1, but llnglalatlo ln obazt

aoter. It 8bou14 be IIOteA that Ile doe■ mt Natrlot thla 

preau.ppoaltloa to phlloaopblaal probl•• a1-., but bellena 
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that the propoa1t1ons anc1. pz-oblems or theology are al.ao 11n

qu1st1e 1n oha!'actera.3 Ayer 1a fUrthwmoN -oonvlnoecl that 

tha task of the philosopher la t}le prov1a1on at •cJ.ef'lnitlona 

in use." Such def1nit1ona are prav1de4 b7 translat.2,,ng aen

tencea 1n which a pert1oular symbol si&'nlt1cantly oaeura into 

sentenoes wh1eh omita1n neither the det1n1endum itself" llOl' 

any of 1 te synonyms. :3 Ayer• s v1ew or the task ot the pi11-

l osopher stems ~rom the most l~ortant of h1o preauppoa1-

t!o.s , immely that cmly tauto1og1es and Ter1t1ecl mater1al. 

object statements are mean1ng:tul. It 1s in ommeotlon "1th 

t he ver!ticatlon of material object statanenta1 tbat 1a1 

t a tem<9lrts oonta1n1ng terms wh1oh refer- to ph7aloal. obJects1 

tmt transla,t1cm becomes necessary; because the ver1t'1cat1on 

of such etatanmts 9 he believes, lo their translation into 

other statements which mention the sense data of the ob,eot 

referrGd. ~o without ment1onl:ng the :name of the ob3eot 1taelf. 

on the bas1s ot bis o:rlterl~ ot mean111g 1.7.- oonaiuae■ 

that al.l theologloal atatmant;a are meau!.-ngle■•• He turther

morae ma1nta!na that Uleo1ogloal statements •rater• to mm-

existent antl ties pra4uoe4 'by the grammatlaal el"l"Ol' or UIIID• 

i:ng that :for fll'fe'fl'Y word or phraae wblo'h oa:n stand. as the 

gramaatlaal sub3eot ot' a amtenoe theN 1111■t be a •1'9111• or 

2p,~4. 1 p.· S? •· 

llblcl., P•. 60. 
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"!.deal.0 cant 1ty te 'Wh1oh lt r efera.4 

Ayer's c~1t1cisw ot the mean1ng:n11ness or theolog1oal. 

l axtuuaga a s ue.tJ. e.s hla 01111 ter1on :tor the mea:11:ag!\llneas of 

l anguage in general haB bcaen aever1y or1t:1.c1zed by the aeocm4 

s ahooi of philosophers mentioned above, mmely the Llngulstlo 

A. a_y~tE. 'l'l1G1~ difference trom the Logical Poaltivlat■ baa 

u summai•ized as :follewu = 

Ph llosopimt»s who ado:pt this approach ( th97 are aometl•• 
celled Lir1g0imt1e Ii.ml.ya ts), cUtter t'rcm the Logical 
h6it1·111 :-·~o in this oharacter1at1a way a ln p1ace of 
the ~op tie assart1cn that those atatemmta alone haTe 

n1ng H! 1oh ai-e emp1~1oa1:Ly vm.•1t1able, they aak the 
~ect1cu-~ot m,y class o~ atatemauta--•what 1a the laglc 

o"l"' statements of thia kllld?" that 1a to say., "how are 
t ltey to be ver--li"!ed, or tested or 3ust1t1ed7 What la 
thtili- 1100 end ftmctlonu what Jobs 4o they da?"lf 

H1tohell. has given an excellent summary of the approaoh 

ox r .. w 2:t,i1st:!l.a Analyotc to theology. He ~tated.1 

,. :111 phll ooopher s of' this .persuasion tend to 
ar,proaeh theology? Three things are, I thlnk, olem-. 

(1) '!hey will not, as dlcl tbe Ideal.lats, put rorward 
(at least e)tJ>11o1tly) a worl~T1ew or ph1loaophy of' 
11:re, wh1eh mlght ccmtl.1ot Id.th ahr1st1am.t11 baoauae 
tney regvd the c.ie7el~pm•t -or suoh world-T.J.ewa as no 
pm-t of a ph1loaophes-1 s bualneaa. 

(2) 'l.hey wlll not (at least tl)ey ahould not) rul.e out 
tleolog1cal stataaeats tNIID the start cm the groun4 
that they are meanlllgle.sa, a.a the Loglaal Poa1t1T1ata 
did. 

(3) '!'hey will ask the aame aort or queatlcma about 
theol.og1oal atatements a■ the., 4o about ■tatamt■ or 

4.DJa~, P• 43. 

5Baall Hltohe11, •Introd.uotla,• .bl.Ill Jl!iD4 I,eglf; e4lted. 
'by Basil 111tohe11 (Boston Rua. I The .Jiiiion~•••S?), 
P• S• 
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otht=>r k1nclo 0 , v12. 0 How are they ver1fled? 'What aort of 
e.i•gwnents Of) obs<3rvat1ona tend to oont1rm or refute 
the 1 1 In shoi:at, "What 1s the1~ J.cglo?• 

i'i•o:n .. 1•a,. 1 t wlll. be &-.t:') arent rhy I hes1 tated to cal.1 
~ha phace of the emplrlclst critique an attapk on tha-
1 ml' at. all. The ask1ng o~ such queetlons· is~ or pur

porto to ~ 6 an ez.itlll'ol:, neutg&l unclertflk1qra an attempt 
to u.nd.fJi •a "and.0 net. to !"ef'ute. 

I:. tha foll ot1rina; page:J, we shall present Ayer• a ar1 te

:.". on t 'ot• mOOlli?JgfU.lnes~ as ,,011 aa hlo 01•1t1olS111 or theologl

We shall thO"&'l lndioate the rai-tttation of' h1a 

v"'.e,1 b 6ih L ... nguist1o .Al.lSl.ysts. Ha.vlng done thla, we shall 

~~Jto up his o~it1~1 m that theological language 1mrolvea the 

'O uat!.on o'l' l:lon-ex1stent ent1t1es us1Dg the tel'll1 •ob3eo

t-~ juo~1r1oat!on 0
1 as au example. Finally we oha~l point 

o · be f.'aat tlet 11ngu1s t1c, analya1a 1& a method whweby 

the misle~d1r, uce of' theolog1cal. language mB,J' b~ avoided 

c thus ls one of the neceasary tasks of the theologian. 

-------

.. 



Ayer me f orinulatGd a theory of: meaning 1n whloh he 

me.t n·.;atns t het all l iterallJ mean1r3gtu1 propos1t1ons ere 

2.Yioludeii us. thi11 the t wo ... f ol d d1v1s1on et: (1) tautologies 

or 1."!!: 1yt1e ct. -tements B 3!1d ( 2) vel":1t1ed ma ter1a1 ob.1eot 

0tslter.a0!lts. He defines em anal.yt1c propoait1on as one whose 

vc11· ... iu depends solely ~ tho def1n1t1ons o~ the symbols 1t 

@!j_.stai.ne and. a synti1ot1c propoei t1on as one whose val1d1 ty 

is cle t ez-a_m4 by eJtperie11t1al. i"aota.1 

' • D f'ai-a ea AyeP 1s conoened, all tauto1oglep are cer-

IZ! a.dd1t1cn t o these, onl¥ the class ot emp1r1oal 

_ zto110e1t1o-ns known as 0 bas1o, 11 "1noorr1g1ble, • or •ostanalve• · 

proporai tiouia m'e cez-ta1n. "Baeto• propoa1 t1ons are those . . 

t1l'aich r e f'er oolel.y to the content ot: a a1Dg1e exper1enoe amt 

are ooncl.u s1vely veio.1fle4 by the oaourrenoe of the exp'191tlrll0e 

ta ,,n1ch t hey uniquely r ef°f!ll' ., It should be note4 that tau

tol cg10s blolwle logloai and. math811at1oal propoa1t1mu1.,. 

It 1s the 41na1on ot propo11t1ou or the QDthet1o ot-

1Alfre4 Jul.ea Ayer, iflfjlff; 21!:11!al & Iee19 (Rn ror1c, 
Dove~ Publlaatlons Jno.. • P• ~ 

2~ -• P• 93• 
3mi~• pp.. lOlt' • 

~Ib14:., P• ?? 
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1Ja•i:ier1a.a1, cbjsot} vw!oty foi.• .. mloh J\yer baa ccmsmmtea. bts 

0?'1 ta:,;•1a 0lI' V0t"1t'3.cation. t!o bac ezpreaae4 his verlfloatS.cm 

~~1neiplo &n the fcl loulng Z'OU~h W!lY5 

We ay t ..n E.. !,~peal t 1an is factually e1,p1ftoant to 
'.;!. !lv~ 11.s,xi3ono 2.fo end. or-.ly 1f'0 he lmowe how to ver-
}f'Y he PR>. e@! e1 n m!ah 1 t ~\ll-,,orts to elq)reaa-that 
ii.Be 1t" he -~iio~ G wbot obs nat1oiu; wou14 lead h1-m, unclez
·C~~· n eoind!.t1mrso te, accept the 11ropoa1t1cm as being 
t·U.Oe 0~ r sj0Ct it ~9 ... 1mg talseo-' 

• ~~!'J A:,er h& pttbliGhed the above mentlonecl fOl'Zftul&tlon 

. '-~ il ';lr--1::aelpls, :"J. ~•t deal ot c:rl tlo1am 

11: t ga,:, on ito ?t was . pointed out that hls tOl'

ulr. t ,.<.,.,n ,l.ll.oweu the vm:ilf'!aat1on ot Ml nentanoe. Ccmae-

. u :~l -~"'ca !.l tita sec:mul ~il1t1cn of bls book, J:SlfliY:!Vir~• 'fruth 
~~= he rov-.sed ~2.s ver1f'tcat1on pPlnclple to read as 

. • •"V0:r0se to oa.y tluat s statement ls d1reotly verlf1ob1e 
,.'I!"' 1t ~-s eit;-.ier 1tr:self an obsenat1on-staiement, or la 
suoh that 110 c,)n~ot1on with one ozt mo~ cbaenatlcm
stotements 1t en · 1s at l•at one obaenatlon-atat.ement 
1h1cil 1a not deduo1ble from tht•• other PNmlaea al.ones 
sn1i I px-opoae to soy that a stat•en.t ls ln41NOt1Y . 
:eFU!a !e 1f its t!atJLes the tollow1ag oon41tlona1 

~lrstr, that !n OOD3UlllQtlois w1 th certalD other pNlll-
1 t entti11a one or moz-e nlnotl.y vm-lflable atat•ants 
~hioh ere not deduo1ble t9rom theae otller in-al••• a1or.e1 
a..~ secondly, t11at theae othm- pNG1sea 4o not lnol\148 
SXl1' atateesen.t that S.e not e1tb_. analytlo, m- cUNIO~ 
veza1fla'b1e, (?l' capable or bdag ln4epen4ently eata'b-
11shed a• ll'Jlll'N90tly Yerlftable. An4 I oan now ~·•-· 
aulate the prlno!pla or •erU"loat.l.on •• NqUlP!bg or a 
11 teN.117 mitaD1rJgful etateaent, mloh 1• not aaai,110, 
that lt a'hou14 be either cll~tl.J' or lDUNOtly ...Ul-
ablo, 1D the toz-eao1DS aenae-. ' 

5Ib14'. • PP• llo 35. 

'DH•• p·. 13.. 
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It should be noted. that 1n the seocmi ad1t1on ot h1a 

booku +flPIU,.ge,, Truth .!'!a, Log1c0 he d1at1ngu1shea between a 

wea..l.c atl. a 13tro~ aenoe of the term0 ver-2.tlable. Aoool'41ng 

tg thi~ dist1net1on9 a p~o~os!t1on 1o aald to be ver ltlable 

1!1 't'he strong sense ct the teffl, if'D ana. only !t, lts truth 

aoul.d be auacluo1wely established a."t,Perlentlally. Puzather-

oi•e, a ropoe!t1ct,X1 !.0 ae.14 to be ver1t1able ln tbe weak APr f!'r 
sense of' the terri1 it" 1t lo possible to render tt probable.? / 1 7 · 

This d iat1not1on is dif'ferent from t het i-egarding 11weak• an4 7 
t:i.'"CYJ€" t'er1f1ab!l1ty wl11oh ha made 1n h!s t1rst e41t1cm.8 

TJ101•e he !"ea;~rded no propos1t1ona to be oona.1.us1vely ver1t1a

~lc oave ·iautolog1ese9 He oona1dere4 all emp1rloal atate-

m ts tt:I be l13"Pothet!oal. In doblg so, he rendered hla 

c.=u.st:1not:i.on bti:ltween "weak" and. "atrong" vez-1f'1abll1 ty mean

i ngless • 

. xt !s Ayer•s avowed 1ntent1on to sever metaphysloal 

propos1t!cma from the category of mean1ngh1 statement■• 

o:ae apparent way 111 eloh to attack a metapbyalo1an•s olalll 

to .have knowledge_ of a reality tnuulaadSng the pbencmenal 

wo~ld 1■ to anqulre tl'OIII what pl'ellll■ea bla propoaltlCIDII 1f8l'8 

dsd.uoed. Ay.- asks the queatlon1 

Nust he [the metaph7alolan] mt bQln, •• other ND &:t, 
•1 tb the nlclmae ot bla ..... 1 ln4 lt .,, what Tld.14 

?;b&A•• PP• 9,r. 
8D&A•• 

CONCORDIA SEMINARY 
P• ,,. LI BRA R 

9D 14•• P• 93. ST. LOWS 5, MO. 

, 



8 

process of reason121g eaa possibly 1ead him to tbe con
cept1on of e transcendent rea11ty?1O 

Al th01.1gh th1El 1a owa -method of' attaOKi."lg the metapbys1clan1 

Ayer does not u&e !Lt; t'or one c...r;smot ovGJ)thN>w a syoten of 

trauscezid..ent aetaphyslos by rae~ely o~lt1a1z1rig the way 1t 

oerae ii!'lto bes.mg. 

Ayer re~e~ ~ubjeets ootaphys1091 statelDenta to h1a orl

t ri0 of 11te~sl aeaul~,81'ul.ness. AQ.mitt!D,g the 11te~a1 

~~1! nZfula0as only Gf tautolog1ss and vor1fted material 

0bjoei pr poe!~1ons 0 Aye~ eoncludeo that all m9taphys1ca1 

atate!Rents are meam.ugleas. He t hua spasaks of aetaphys1aa1 

s ,;9.te:aea1· c ~s those wh1ah purp.ort to ezr_prasa genuine propo ... 

•1t10 1sr, 1~ do 0 !n faet, ezp~ess ne1thel" tautologies :nm

~:Jt>irt'ic ,. bypotbeaea. S1nee raean11Jgtul propoait1cms can cmly 

be ta toleg1ec c~ verified emp!~1cal statements, he feel.a 

~uattfied 1n conoluui11g that a11 metaphyslcal aseei-t1cms are 

;1.:1oasenoe. In danySl,g the meanlz'lgf'ulnass « metapbyaloal 

s·tateoents, Ayer states, 

0111" charge against the 119tapb=rm ls 130t that be 
atte:npta to employ the unOer11 ng 11'l a ftel.4 wheN 
l t oarmot: pror1 tably TeatUN, but that he procluoea ae
tenoes whleh taU to oozd"ON to the oomltlcma un4!rJ. 
wh1oh alone a s911tenae oan 'be literally IN8D1ngtu1. 

AD4 again• 

no atataaent wh1oh Nif'er■ to 1 rea'llt71 trauoendt~the 
11m1ts of all poaalble aw ...... lenoe OIIII poaat; 
have 81J¥ literal algm.flqamoe1 traa lfhlob 11 111181 fol.low 

10.Dll• 1 »• ,, .. 
11lbl4 •. 1 P• 3S• 
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that the labours of those who ha11e str1Ten to 4eaor1be 
ouell real.,rt:v have all been d.evotea. to the pro4uot1on o, 
nensenae.-2 

Aye1• bel!teves t hat one ot tbe ways ln wh1oh metaphysl

eiana have bee-a l ed astmr 1o ~hat of grammatical e~ror. It 

-a his op1!l!c5 ~lmt motaphye1c1ans p00tU1ate real·nmi

ex!sten~ ent!~iec beoauoe of the ooneept1on that for eve-Py 

wo_ or phrase t:znieh can stand as the grammat1cal sub3eot ot 

.:-..· tance tl'!.-srie is a i."GB1 entity t,Jh1ch correspomls to lt.13 

For e smplet> they bel.1avG that there a-ea.lly 1s the entity, 

•su:1stanceo" becauoe they can use !t 1n a sentenoo 1n the 

sa1:1 • i ra.y in which tbey an use the prop,er name Mary. 

1•1yot1e metaphyo1o1ans, on the other- hand, a.re misled by 

att _ t:uJg to exp~es- tha !ne>:pr.easlble. Ayer ocmcedes the 

\rrJtio!> s al.aim that synthet1a truths can be gotten e.t lntu1-

t2. v0ly. But he demea the meanlngfulneas of any synthetic 

c~ i01i!ents which t he nyetla m1ght make wb!oh are not oapab1e 

of ver1f1oat1cm. 

We 40 not in mQ' way deny that a synthet1o truth may be 
cllaoovered by pural.y 1ntu1t1ve metbocla BIi we11 aa 'b7 
the rational. method of 1D4uot1on. But we do ■87 that 
eveey spthetlo proi,oaltl.on1 bcnrner lt IIB1' haTe been 
arrived ate muat 'be aubleat to tba teat of aotual. azpe
s-lanae. We 4o not 4eny a PEW& tllat the ayatlo la able 
to 41aoavar truths by hla a1111apeo1a111atho48. we 11111.t 
to hear what are the propoaltlom wtalob •~ bl■ .U.a
oover1es1 1n or&l.ar to••• 'Whetbel' tbey 11N T81'lfte4 or 
ocmt'Utecl bJ 0111' emplrloal ob■81'fttlona. But tbe IQ'■tlOt 
80 :far :tl"om pl'04uolng propoa1tlcma whlob AN aaplrloalli, 
Terltled.t la unab1a to pro~uae aD7 lntelllglble 
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propoi;lt1ons e.t all. And therato:re we say that his 
1nt IS. tion has m,t revealed t,:, h lm any t'aota;i:~ 

::.1 summnr:,1> i:ihenl) en taphyalcians ere eithel" cayst1cs9 atteapt

ng to w:precm ~he 1nengre3s1ble0 or dupes con~used by gram-

As meta-.ol1Yaioa.1 sta.taicmt& are maan1ngless0 so &l's the

olo6!0 l ot!lt en.ts norusensa in the op1n1on o'C Jh.~ • . Ayer. In 

this he ! on: 1nc that the argummita wh1oh ha has ac14ucec1. 

I!\ ai:aat t le m 1ng:ru:iness of metaphys1oal statemcmts 08D be 

lly brou~l t to bar on theolog1oal. atatements.lS Thus, 

th · z,~ CJl1 f'ci• ith1oh he denies the mean1ngtul.Deas ,ot tbeologt

... l t te.nents about transcendent "truths" 1s th1s, that 

t h~ o1st~ on t ae 'kas1a of .Ayer•s ezhaustlve achene of mean

:.~ • ""'tt'"' p . .. os!. tionBu uses sentences to expresu b1a •truths• 

· 1h5.oh are not literally s1gn1t"1cant. Ia th1e 11ne he argues 

th t theo1og16ill. etste:nenta are ~t dmonstra~1vely certain. 

'P.hey are not aei' taln because they are n0t tautologies nor . 
i m.e r:r1g1b1e statements, ad. only suoh m-e demonstrat1Tely 

o rtaln. He saysa 
. 

If the conalualon tihat a ·ga4 alata 1■ to be clalcmatra
tively certa1n, then the prem1aea must be oerta1!11 ror, 
as tbe .04Xlo1"e1cm oft\ cle4uo~1Te argument 1a al~ 
oonta1ned 1n the prem1aaa, any unoertaS.nty there IUIY be 
about the t:ruth or t)le pl-elltsee ls 11eaeasar11Y allarecl 
by lt. But ve know that no emp1:r1aa1 propo■ttlon oan 
eve:r be anyth!l'Jg more than pro1-bl.e. J:t la cm17 A . 
pr1oi,i propoalttons that are ·1og1oa117 oei-ta1n. But we 
ammo 4ecluoe the ex1atenoe or a gad trm a a P£1o£1 

14 · 
~• P• .118. 

15;n,1a •• p .. 114. 
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l)l'O$,os1 t1on. For we know that the rmaon wh:, a ~ 
p~opo~1t1ons are certain 1s t~..at they aPe tautologiej; 
And :f'I•om B set of tat.1to1og!es nothimg 'but a f'm-thel' 
tiiu.tolo,rJ f,!len bo \~2.cUy d.edueed. I t to11ows that thei-e 
1s ~-'-poss1b11!.t7 o~ demonstrating the exS:atenoe ot a 
g0(1... l:,i 

He tur~h.: ·~uo~~ mablta1n$ that theolog1oal statements 

a,!"(!) rJ.Ot e,ve-.1.1 jp0SB1bl · • I~ the;;, weNJ, them t hey would oe 
bypotheti . al stat ements a11awerL-ig the demands ot h1Q pr:tnc1-

l.e ot' "(ft,v1i'iea•c1o:o.. S1.nce they a1 .. e mt such statementE" he 

ooncl udei:; ;,,bQt they ne.ven°t even the poss1b1l1ty Of' be111g 

L1 . .I,., ngfu_1. . 

t he,-:c,e 09.ll be no WQ7 o-r p~ov1.ng that the extatenoe of a 
s o~o suob as the Ood or Chl'1allan1ty, 1a 8'f'en proba
bl •••• Fo~ 1~ the existence o~ suoh a go4 weN 
p ro'b3.ble 8 then tt,e prepas1tlon that he exlstecl wou14 
b .... m emp1r-eal hypoth~s1s. And in tI,at case S.t 1'C)u14 
be poss1ble t~ deduce from it, a.ml other empulaal 
·YIJOtlteGE>tl , c,wt~,.n expe?"1~At1al p:rapeeitlmis which were 

r1ot_ ... ~u~!bl e hOiD those oth~
7
hypotheees Rl.one. But 

1t1 .:! ta-.t .,his 1tJ not poss1ble • . 

The ths1st; 1-1lte the moral.tzt1 m97 believe that h1■ 
e:zpe~1en°"s are cognitive expei-iet1Ceo, but, unless he 
can foz--mulate his "lmowl.e4ge" 1n propoa1t1ons that are 
emp1z-1oal, y -vez.1f1ab1.e. we m,q be aure that be 18 cle
ce1v12,g hlmeelf.18· 

In ~ing •~as to theological. atat--t■, 

Ayer o1alms that he 1a 111 ""1-IIGD1' ,r1th what theologlau tll•
eelves sq abo~t 004. 'l'aklng the tbeo1c,giams1 ■tat••t that 

" 
Oo4 1s • myster, wh1Ch. tranaoen4B h1•n. m11!Patandblgt be 

1,~ .. PP• 1141'. 

l?l!!&le• » .. us .• 
18DK-1 p,. 120. 
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makea the teF.D• "beycmcl human understal'Jd~ng,e1 s~us w1th 

the tem0 "unintc111glblc," polnt1t>g out that what 18 un1D

tell1g1ble eazmot be s1.,.ernif'1eantly desoz,ibed, and thus 1Doa.-

t:l~ • Aye"t" has used tho theologians' tei•:a, "beyo:.ul :-n.man 

wirle?•st~md.S.ng0 n equ1voo911y.. A th0olog1en would perhaps 

m 1 t t t God 1s beyom h1s UXlder-st9:lld.11ig• but o:rll.y 1n oar-

. 1. spec1f1able 11ayc, and not oompletel;,· ~o. For eample, 

the tl1 • r1log!a.'°' pr-obabl;r would &1.111 t that be doom I t under• 

c"i:'-a?.d ~ G~d cao 'cs tx>luns. but he certa1Dl.7 would 120t ada1t 

that h- doesn't know t,~at God 1a triune. 

ltr . Aye"l' 1 01 the op1u1bn that the. assertion by theolo

g1 ms tbat tlle e:d.Gt3!:?.C5 of' Godo as well as uthm- az.t1olea 

1~ ~?e.1 th., must bo taken on the basis of f a1 th means bbat not 

o. ly aazmgt H1u ex1otenoe be, proved, 1:lut that God oannot he 

de 1nEld 1n ternis which are 1ntel11g1ble to the reason. He 

sta.tes in this oonnecti0n1 

Again wa. are told that· God 1s not an o'b.1eot or reason 
but an objeot of t'aith. Tb1a 1118¥ be noth1llg more tbaD 
an adm1ss1on that the ex1stmoe ot Oo4 muat be taken an 
trust, slnQe it cannot be proved. But 1t 1UQ' also be 
an assertion that Oo4 la the obJeot o:r a purel.7 aayatloal 
1ntu1t1on, (Uld oa:zmo"'- ttieref'ore be 4ef'1ne4 1n terms 
which are 1ntell1g1ble to the :reuon. AD4 I tb1nk there 
are 1111m7 theists who •~1114 assert thla. But 1:r one 
allows that 1t !a 1mpoaa1ble to deftne Oo4 1n 1nte11l
glble terms, then one la al~oWS.. that 1t 1s 1mpoaalb1e 
tor a sentCll'loe both to be a1gnit!oant am to be about 
aoc,.. If a mystic ac1mlts tha~ the ob.1eot or hla w1alon 
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1s soaeth1ng w'n1ch ammot be desor1b od1 then he auat 
lE · awn! t thf8 ho 1s cotmd to talk nonsense when he 

descrU;,es i t. 

Co:a.o rn1i,g rel!g1ous emot10:'1S1 Ayer maintai ns that one 

can .,. perienoe sucI-1 and \nal<e 1n t el11g1ble otateaenta a.bout 

t 1 m. Hcwever>, h oaut10111:1 t hat rellg1cu.s emotions do not 

b dlaate a trsi.neoendent Ood. 21 He concl udes: 

conc1ude9 ther ore0 t lm'b the argument from re11g1ou 
ex &•!.eno ls altoget her :?~ll.ac1oua. 'l'he t'Bot t hat peo
ple !lave rel.1g1ous experienaas 1s 1n·lier eat1ng f'rom the 
pG "Cholog1cal pomt of v1e-11, but 2.ti aces not 1n any way 
i mply th~t t h :re ! s such a th!tJg as rel1g1oua knowledge, 

more then our haY11JS moz-al e::cpeza1ences 1!:lpl1es t hat 
t here is such a t h1ng as moral knowledge. '.Dhe theist. 
like the moral!et0 may 'be11eve tll8t h! s exper1enaes Sl!'e 
aogntt l ve exper 1enoes 9 but , UJ'll.aaa he can formulate h1a 
klY..Hleago0 1n propcs Jl.t 1ons that are emp1r1oal.ly ve:rl

:fiableo 1ee may be B\U•e that he 1s tl.eoe1v1ng himse1f" .22 

Ayer r1akes a s1m,1lar poin t w1 t h regard to argumanta trom 

·t.h r gul al"i ty or nature t o the existence ot God. Indeed 

A er aclm.owle!dges a sort of" order 1n nat'W."e1 but ha wou14 

not agree that such 1a an 1ndloat1on of a tZ'lm8oe:n4ent aoa. 
He aay e1 

I t 1& sometimes ola1me4, 1n4ee4,, that the ez1■tenoe of 
a cez.taln sort o~ regularity 1n nature oonatltute■ aut
:tio1ent n14ence tor the ezletenoa ot a goa. But lf 
the sentence "Ood exists" mta11• no more tbaD that 
certa1n types of phenomena ooour 1n 081'ta1n aequenoea, 
then to assert the exlstenoe or a go4 will be almpJ.7 
eq111va1ent to asserting that there la the zaequlalte 
r"gularity 1n nature1 ancl no rel.1g1ou■ man would admlt 
t hat tbla waa 811 he 1nttmlle4 to assert 1n aaaertb,g 
the exlstenoe or a go4. He wo1114 say tllat ln talking 

20112Jj,. 
21 Ibid •• P• 119. 
22Ib1(\,. 1 PP• 119f • 
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about God.0 he was talJd:ng about a tranaoanaent 'belmg 
who misht be k..'l'!Ctm t~ugh certain emp1r1oal a:an1teata
t1ons., bUt oertS\111ly could not ·be c1er1ne4 111 term■ of 
thase ·~ 1feststlona. But 1n that case the tB"11 •go4• 
!a e metQphya:1.cal tam. And lf' "6'04" le a metaphyaloal 
te .. ~. therti 1 t O!'.:nmt be even probable that a gotl ezlsta. 
Fo:i.• to say that "God caxists" !.s to make a metephysloal. 
v.ttezaa.ucs tih!el1 eamwt be either- true or fal.se. AJlcl b7 
t he ear:10 c~iter!mi, no sentence which purports to 
deaor1be the nat"l,\?"S of a tr~.nsoe'4dent goa. aan posaesa 
amy llter-:f'.l sig'~i~1eaaoa.2J 

It should be 'bOt,'2J& 1n mind that Ayer deeo not ob3eot to 

al l M 11g2.o~a s tatSii'Je?1te0 but OD1y to thoae1'h1eh asaez-t the 

eEistence of: real.! ty wl1ioh transce:14.s the real expeza1ent1al 

wo '"la . 24 '11hus0 if c.'8!t1ea 8!9e 1dentlf"1e4 with natural. 

objaets8 asset9t1onc &bout thm m-e a11o,re4 slp!f1oanoe. 

-~r~ e:rarople0 if Qt a peal. of' thunlier a person says, •Jehlff&h 

:!o (L ,.,..,., .. y tu h1o statement etm be regardea. as s1gn1f"1oant 

becauce sll he ls actually sa,iz,g 11 that !t la ~hundel"lng.2S 

l3y [i1Qinta1n1ng that metap~,sloal and theo1og1oal. state

me..vito are :not meanlngtu1 11 Mr. Ayer la no~ sa:,lng that they 

EU"e fal.se. It ls hlo opinion t."1at though auoh statement■ 

.aamiot possibly be va11d0 they oannot be 11ffal.14 either. Re 

believes that sS.noe the metaptqalo1an or thaolog,an aaya 

noth!Jlg about the woi-14 he oamot 3ut17 be aoouae4 of ..,.1ng 

2lDa,i., P• 115. 

24.DK •• P• 116. 
2s1121a. ,, 
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anytb1¥JS e1ther t~uo or hl.oe. Ha simply hae OWDble4 ncm

senae ayllmblea. 26 

-------
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DIFPICULTIES OP THIS CBITEBION OP MEANIHO 

Jany cbJections have been ra1aed against Ayer•s or1te

r 1on Tor ·the mean1ngru1P..sss of statements. on the bas1a of 

h!l.s 1 .. 01,'!gh f'OriiJul a tion o~ the pr1nc1p1e of" ver1f1cat1o;n1 1t 

has been pointed out , one can make a OOllplex pNJpOs1t1on aon

s 3. 'iiing of' · mermingtul. statament "Q.. and a 11 terally aean-

1ne1 lees oent e-4oe "B" which would sat1sty h1a v~1r1oat1on 

p1•ino1 ~J..Oe '!'bat io, 1'rom such a complex statement under oer-

~ i n oond1t1ona, at least one obsei-vat1on atataant GOUl.4 be 

drawn wb1oh m ul.d not f'o11ow f"l90:li the premises al.one. It 

oan be aeen that beaause o'f th1& l~hole ~ statement, 

,.ncl ud1ng those of metaphys1as and theology• ooulcl be ver1-

f 1ed. Since .it was Ayer•s 1ntent1on to dezJ¥ aaeanlngtulDeas 

to t heologi cal. and metaphysloal statements, he retormulatad 

h1s pr1no1ple ot ver1f1aatlon 1D the way 'l'l0te4 above.1 

Furthermore, lt ooul.4 'be ob.1eote4 that 1D re3eotixlg 

metaphya1ca and theology, Qer h1alae1r takes the atan4 ~ a 

metaphya1o1an or a theol."oglan. Suob a orlt1o1Blll aaswae• that 

1J::. :rejectlng a position one muat take au appoalte atanA. 

Por example, wlth regard to theology lt wou14 a■awae tbat 

one must t.ake eltb•~ the poaltlQII of the atbelat or the 

agnoat1o 1n :re3eottng the1•• Hcnrner, the._.. q,ueat1on1ng 
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of the meaningfulness o~ theo1og1cal propoalt1ona 4oea not 

ocgm1t one toe t heological or motaphysloal. poa1t1on for 

on~Gs ael~. Ayer doesnct disagree w1th metaphya1cal or the

ol.agical. 1irotea·tat1ons. He oone1dora them nouense. He 

doesn' t z,efut9 them; for he doesn't hear them at a11. He 

st~taa in tbia regards 

It ~a 1mpoxtm1t not to oon£use this view of re11g1oua 
asaertions with the view that i e adopted by atheists~ 
or agnostioe. For 1t 1G oha1,c·tez,1at10 of an agnoatlc 
~o h~la that the ex1stemoe ot a gcd 1s a poaa1b111ty 1n 
which there i s no goocl reason either to 'believe or d1s
be21evog am. 1t t s ohmaaotel'!istic of an athe1at to hold 
thet lt 1s at least probable th~t no god ez1atsw And 
cttt" v.1ew that alt utterances about the nature of God 
are nonsensical, so t'ar f"r.om be1rJg identical with. or 
even lend1ng mv support to~ either ot these ram1l1ar 
contez1t3.ons" 1s aetual.ly 1ncompat1ble with them. For 
1f the asserat1on that there 1s a god. 1s noneenst,aal., 
~hen the atheist's assertion that there is no god 1& 
eq\Ullly il01l8e-ils1oai, G1noe it 1a only a a1gn1t1csnt 
proposition that can be s1gn1f1cantl7 contrad1oted. As 
:for the agnost1o. although he refrains ~om saying 
eithez• tl't.at there 1a or that there is not a god, he does 
not deny that the queat1on •hlthel' a transcendent go4 
exists 1s a genuine question. 

Moreover, Ayer, baa been criticized tor taking too :narrow 

a view of mean1nghlness 1n his denial o~ mean1llg to a:nythbg 

save tautologies azad ver1r1e4 eap1r1oal. hJpotheaea. With 

regard to his treatment or the meen111gfU1.neaa o~ emp1r1oal. 

hypotheaea, Ayer ~pparently hae equated mema1:ag and verltloa

t1on. Walamann haa objeoted. to this 14entlt1aatlcm. He 

po1;its out that -whlle meam.ng an4 Tm-lt1aat1on azae aonneow. 

they an 'b7 •:ao meana 14entloa1. They aoul4 cml.1' be 111.atlcal 

.. 
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1f' t he se:nl3e-c1atum atatments when taken together would eq_ual 

t he enti 1•e meani ng. However9 he shows that auoh an equation 

1s impossibl e because of the gopen texture0 of terms. BJ 

"open te::ctUl'an Waismann mean£ the fact that concepts ommot 

be eompletel.y delim1tted.J He says 1n this regaNi.1 

The trouble w1th t he Logical Pos1t1v1sts lf8.S that they 
att::1.ohed too r!.gld an i mport to 0 mesninghlnesac. ~ 
lost s:Lght o:r i t s ambi guity. By virtue of the aault1-
p1ic1t:, o-r meeiing :in th.ls word they lost themselves ln 
a ~ i o cl oud out o~ whioh they condemned overythhJg 
t h&i d1d ?10t cmu'om to the1l' s tandards. In actual faot 
t hey had no machinery , such as they thought they ba4, 
b~ which the senselessness of metaphyslca oould be 
'Droved.a though 1t must be admitted that metaphy.,101ans 
male the greatest ettorta to supply t .hem with plausible 
a::•gwaen:ts £or such a vlew. I 8li1 afraid what baa b8f1 
SQid on this subject uas of a proto'Und sbal.lmmeaa • 

. 
'?he erait1e1sm that Ayer has takea too mrrow a v1• of 

t he moan1ngtulness of 1&ng11Bge throws h1s verlt1oat1on pr1n

e 1ple 1nt o doubt.; tor. his p~lnclple obV1oualy rests upon the 

eo~vi ot!on t;hat meaning and ver1t1oatlon are 14ant1oal. If 

Ayer•o pr1no1p1e ot ver1t1oat1on may be cloubted, than hla 

or1t1olsm that theological and metaphya1oal. language 1a not 

even poaa1b1y meanblgf'u1 aan be cloubted a1ao1 for hla OGDOl.u

sions about theo1og1oa1and11etapb7a1~11811gL18p, aa - bave 

seen9 rest upon hla ver1f1oatlon prlnalp1e • 

.ANer's ver1flaatlcm pr1no1p1e, an4 t.bua hla v-1• of the 

lor. :,. wa,amenn, "VBl'lt'lablllf.7,• ~41'Q!'"I£ 
(First Serles), edited by A• O, Re Pl• lOzlii: ~ •• 11 
Blaokwe111 1952),, . PP• 11?-121. 

4nr. P •. wa, SM1P11 •I.allgUage stnata, • .I.alb. .11111. iTnmnn 
.(Seaon4 Serles)., e41te4 by A. o .• •~ Pl.• (~•• 
Baa11 Blaakwe11, 1953). P• 26. 
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meB!l11igf'u..'l.neas of theol og!aa1. and met!lphyslcal. language, ls 

t~rust h~the~ i nto doubt by the or1t1o1sm that the type or 
t1,a:nslation OE' :t'eduot1on he c!emauds f'or the vw1t1oat1on ot 

emp1r1ca1 hypot hs ees i s 1mpose1bl.e. As we have secan A~er 

eli - es tlmt al l mat er1al ob3eot statements must bo trans

~a ··ed i zi·to sense e:1t.-pe,...1ence s t atements. Wa1smarm., emphasiz

-l'!S ·~he :"Tact that muoh i s 1mpoos1ble among the ssme kind of' 

s~teme. ta 11 has saide 

• enc:l!· l'JSJ.1sts bsv t ,:-a1ed to translate what we aean by 
a mat er2.EJ.1 object atatement lnto terms ot sense ezp81"1-
enee. Mow such a iimns1at1on would be possible only 11' 
tho oon.s of" a mater 1a1 ob3eot statement were oampletely 
dei"ln~bl e . Foz, o!2ly t hen could we describe completely 
.11 the pose::1bl.a evidences wh10h would make t be state-

¥ 0-n·~ t rue 01:-a f alse . As th1s cond1 ticn la not "4f'111e4, 
he pll'Ogramme g'f phenomenal.1sm falls f1at, and 1n .oon,.. 

ee~uG!'lce, tha a tta"dpts at mml.~si!Jg chairs Emli tablea5 1 .te:> pe:tt em'lB ef' sense-da;ta • • • are 4ocmod t.o f'a11. 

f..nd again he 'i'!as s t ated: 

Phe:momema.11sm, for 1ns tsnoe8 seems to presuppose that 
there 1D cne bas1o language, the sense-datum language, 
to which any othr- statem-.t1 or at leaat an7 matez-lal. 
ob3eot statement, can be reduced. Aacord1ng to 
Phenmer.alism a material objaot, say a aat, la a bun41e 
of' sem:se-data tied together and with the edges trlmmecl 
off'a \D1less 1t 1a a bt.mdl.e of ee•lbllla. that la the 
sort of th1ng which ~ulJ 9e eeen, 1f y~u bad ever 
looked, 1n short, a e o highly problematloal enti
tles. But no1 we have almp].y to recoplze that a state
ment about a oat 1a a stetaaent abou~ a oat, an4 not a 
truth'!9tunot1on of senae-4.atum .stat•enta, or an 1zd"1n1te 
olaaa of' perapeot1ve.s 1 or an 1Dtln1te group ot •· 
bl~ or hmven kmws what. A thing la, ■o to , 
a ~ aore that realata at azw attempt at breaking lt 
up an4 recluolng lt to the 1ne1 ~ otber c1ata1 whatever 
they may be. A11 tbla talk about •ter1a1 ob~eota 11114 

S»r. :,. walemmm, '!Ver1t'lablllt7, • . ~~•l"I 
(PS.rat Serles). eUte4 b7 A. o •. R. Plew lOzl'ii r SaC11. 
Blaokwe11, 19.52)1 P• 121.. · 
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sense-data ls a talk about two l.arlgt.tage strata, about 
thei~ relation, about the loglo or th!s rel.atlonshlp. 
T"nca problem arises along tile pl.ane llheN the two atrata 
malte contact0 so t o apeak. The d1f'f1oulty ls to under
s tand i n precisely wbloh way a materla1 ob3ect statement 
is t"e l a.tetl. to a seMa-antum statment; that la, 'ffaat 
so.?"t of relat ions ho7.d bat ieen members o't d1ttm-ent 
stJ.'l'atan emli that !r:1 a nroil>le!J'J or logia. 0 

Ill clemanding t hat theological. statements be translated 

111,.Go se:nce- tia'iium statement s 1n order t o be ver1t1ed, Ayer 

a s sumes that 1t is poas1ble to reduce one type o,r state.iaent 

in o a.""l.otheI-. Hot•JGver 0 as much as 1t 1s 1mposs1ble to trans

l a t material o'bjoct atatements 1nto sense-datum statmants, 

so lso 1s 1t 1~poss1ble to translate or recluce one kind of 

s t ';;;ement to another. As Mr. Wa1amann has pointed out, 

a ma.tor1al object a·tatement, or ps~oholog1oa1 statement 
hatJ a logic of its own, am tor this reas211 cannot be 
roducec.i to the leve1 ot othez- statsuente.7 

XD ma.ki:ag h1is po1nt0 Wa1si11&D.!l suggested a li1Em¥ 1evel theo17 

of la!J,Zuage i n wh1ol'l every dlff"erent tn,e of statement, for 

example theo1og1eal and psyohologloa1, has 1ta mm sort or 

logic.a :r;. M. Crombie umerl.1z.ad lfa1smenn•s tbruat, atatlng 

that theological langusge om,not be NJduoed to any ~tiler aort

of oxpresslcm. 

theology 1s not to be a.as1m11ate4 to mvthlng elae1 

6J)r. P. Walema.ma, •Language. Stz-.ta," ~ JmA. !@PEPSI 
(Second Sez-1ea)1 e41tec1 by A. a. ti. Plew (ma'iiiid.,BDi.1 
Baa11 Blaalare11, .~953), P• 29. . ' 

?Dr. P. Walamann, ·-v.-1:t1abllltJ, • J'.Qab. ~••p 
(Plrat Sm-lea)• e41 te4 by A. o. N. Pl• TI>ifozil; ~ :r Baall' · 
Dlaokwe11, 1952), P• 121. 

81l!a4•, P• 129. 
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and ••• theretore0 1t anybcdy ls to mzdet-stand wl1at 
~el! 1cn is about9 he must be w1lllng to ooncelve the. 
poss1b!l1 ty of aii object wh1oh 1c ne•tthe:r s1m11ai- to. 
l!OlQ i G'AY 2'10P'UW.l · elation. w1 th., 8%i1J spa.t10 .. temporal. 
eb3eet.':I 

J..."'l an 1na,.s !!.ve anelyo1s of the nmarowneaz of° A¥er•s 

cri ·er!C"m t or me9.n:J:r.ig_ u1ness1 B. H. Hare nae 1n41cated that 

A • i- ' s ve:r1.f'icat 1on l'>?'!ne1ple ls not a or1 ter1on tor- the 

me 11,gf\ll.ness of l.a.-,,g~e 1n ganez-al but onJ.y 'for that of 

l!1DI,:l.·1•ical statements. He statad1 

If we oo~1ne O'W.'4selves to what ara ord1ZUll'1~ called 
statscnents o'f aan1z-1oal f'aot, the cr1ter1on L;hat -111 
the vel"!.1"1oati·on pr1nc1p1e ·ot the logioal posl t1v1at] 
- enarniously useful. I."'ldeea., lt might be said. that 
t he oriter1on prl'JV1des- us wltb a way of asoerta1:ntng, 
~1.Ct whethex-a what scmebod.U says r..a& me-3."Zllng .!!t .§DX.' aort, 
but a t least lifhether !t has emp1r1oal meenlijg.-iror to 
call a etate;nent e-.a emp1r1oal one is perhaps to 1nalu4e 
1 t in the class or. those statements of wh1oh we oan 118¥ 
01.. sho,: u at- would lmve to be the oase 1n. our own expe
:..,.ie.ance OF somebo"dy e1se' s for us to call them true or 
f aJ.sa . What we ~ve he,•e, then, ls not really a arlte.
J:Rio1a_ o't mcan1mfl.ilness •••but a or1ter1on of empli-1-
csl,~liY• , • • " ·. . 

Ueill)g much the same 11ne of ~ant, Bas11 llitohell 

hes noted. that Ayer, bl" ~ulrl:sg that all bypothetloal 

stst emGnts ~ all d1sc1pl1ne• must be vei-1f'1ed on the . baala 

of h1s Yer1t1aat1on pr1nc1ple1 ls actually clemsn4ing tbat 

,=.11 statements . .- 1nolwilzlg those of theologr• nat be ~uat1-

t1ed aoaol'd1:ng to the aanona or natural. aoler.aoe. 'lo tb1■ 

. 
9z. H. Cl'Omble1 "The P.oaaib111ty ot Tbeol:ftoal. Statements,•ir911.• ltieP• ecll-te4: by· Bull llltoM (Boata, 

Maae.1 a oon . . ••• 195?>• P.. 50 • . . . 
lOa. Me Hare, •ae11g10J) aD4 lloraJ.•,_. ae & ~la, 

e41tecl b7 Baa11 111toi.u (Boa:tcm, wua., 4F4UOD -•• 
195?),. P• 177• 
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r equ i r ement £.l1tohe11 lias objected that a1though 1t 1■ 1Diea4 

x,easoa.abl e tt> require GV1d nae fQr t heo1o51cal statement■• 

1 t ia no·G ~~ ble to ~equ1ra 1n advance that 8ZJY evUenoe 

suppl ied iin!mt oonform ~ ce.ncns baaed e1ther on the natural 

acioncee in gene~al or on &rr9 pB.l"t1oul.a.r sa1enoe.11 

Fae!na; ti..e above obJect1ons11 Ayer- has end.eavored to 

emend n1a theoey 1n auoh s way as t o 1ill3et the cr1tio1sm 

l ·veled at 1t. Pa~t1oularl 7 be hac endeavol"ed to combat the 

sug esti on that hi s criter1on ~o~ mea.n1ngfulneas is too zmz,_ 

¥"0 • In so da1iag ho has em-phas1zed the :raat that his pr1n

o p1e al.l o~s emotive s1gii1f1cancs to some atatements9 namely 

tholi'.,.1 f e thics , at t hough it doesn't gra."'lt t heta .literal mean

. t -i'ul.nesa .12 HS.a 0 111itS.as hav~ poi nted out t hat 1n allmritJS 

ottve s l gn1f'1oanoe to stfl·tements he has actually g1van 

. F 1ngi"'-1J.neaa to e xpre:.;s1011s other the.n annl:,tio and ver1-

t1ad mat e1 .. 1al. obJeot s te.t ementa1 r eaezwv1ng the apeolal. !l&lle 

"l.iteroal. mea:n1llg" to coveii two among m&:D7 d1ttei-ent aorta of 

meani!lgtu.1. lenguage. Ayer l'eem•s to aolmmrl.e4ge this or1 t1-

e2.an. b)'I' ra41aal1y liml t 1:ag his ala1me 1n the pre1'aoe to tbe 

seoond ed.lt1on of hla book, !@P!PM!!> znap· SI\ Lppg. There 

he gz,anto meam.ugt'Ulnesa to other than analytS.o am vm-11'184 

mater1al ob.1eot statement•, olailllbg cml.J that "literal 

11.aaaU N1tobell.1 "fte ·Or1toe -ot aoo.,• l'ld.th. 
ec1.1ted. b7 Baall llf1tol1ell (Bo■·ton,. Rau •. , Tba--nii'OOD 881 
19.S?), P• 164. -

12 · · 8 'Ayer, &• .111•t. »P• 3S,. 10 • 



I:n. . ut t h ,e f'ol'llrer-a. the p~1nc1ple of verification as a 
er-·t e!-!.011 o:l meaning, I do not ovel'look tho f'aot that 
· he woM d '1mea:.a111g" 1a commonly used 1n a variet y of' 
enaem !J a:.11d I do ::10t w1sb to cl.any the.t 1n ame of these 

senses a ct atensnt may p~qperly be sa1d to be mean1ngf'u1 
ev~ though i t is neither aualyt1o nc;,r emp1r1aal.l.y ver1-
:f1aole . I aho\'lld :, hot1ever 9• cla1;a tbat there was at 
l east i:-:n,e p r opeZ' u..c;e of' the word. "meanb,g" 1n which 1 t 

otJ_t.cl. be 1ncoirrect to s,ay t ha~ a s ·tatement was mean1ng
u ul un1.ese i t ea t2.Df1ed the p1'1:nc1ple ot vm-1f1oat1QDI 
a.no. :t have, pe:rbap& te-c.dentiously, uaed the expresaion 
"l1tera,. mer.lf;ng" to a.1stlxrgu1sh tb1s use from the 
othe.:-•••• · 

e u0equeutly u Aye1• 1a :roroed into a 1,osi t.1on in wh1oh he must 

grant a~ l es st t he possi bility of mea.u1ngf'Ul12ess !.n both 

'•h~ol o µ cal and me te.phyolcal language. 



CHAPTER rtr 

A LINGUISTIC AwALYSIS 

OF THE '?ERM OWECTIVE JUSTD'lCA'l'lO?l 

We hava sasn that_ Ayer cl.amended tl1at t~eolog1aal. lan•· 

;usge mee t thl'b ox•,. ter1on of h1s ver1f1oat1on principle 1D 

or de1.~ to be mGaningf'ul .. 'l'hat 1s0 he required that all theo

-og10a1 language be enrpir1cal1y ver1£1ed. In th1s comiaat1on 

h 1!1s.inta1ned tbat 1 t 1a 1mposs1ble to empirically verify 

e:'i:ttier the e1:istence 01• probable existence of a god.a •ther:e 

i ~o ~oss1b111t~ o~ 4emonstratj.ng the ex1ntezioe of a godpfl1 

ne fu ·thermora concluded that aJ..1 theological language 1a 

unv 2: ... 1f1ablo and thus mean1ng1.esa. 2 

S1noe the time of Y.e..nt, tew ~heolcg1ana would ala1m tbe 

ability t o. ~anonstrate the existence of Clod on the basls ot 

emp1P1cal ev14enee. But though thecloglans commonly aclmlt 

the1r 1nab111ty to emp1r1call;y nprove" the ex1atanoe ot Ooc1 

or any othet- theological. assertion. this does not mean that 

they wou1d admlt the mean1nglessness ot their tbeologlaal 

language. Nol' must they accept Ay-er1 1i oharge1 for•• baa 

been abown above, Ayer d.emanaa an 1Dappropr1ate tJpe of 

1Altre4 Jule• Ayer, ·tfflJ•re, lmll.b.-!D! ?.oglp <•- xorlu 
Dover Publ1cat1ona Ina.., , P• m:;-

2supra, PP• 10ft. 
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verific t1on fo. theolog1oal lemguage.~ T~.at 1s, he m1stak-

en!.y requ1~es "se1ent1f'1cn ver1f'1cat1cm. tor language wbloh 

!.a 110 t 11aa1ent1f'1e" bl naturo. 'l'heolog1ca1 la:aguage may be 

mea:nS.ngful.11 theni, even though S.t c~t be emp1rloally Ter1-

Though Ayer0 ohe!'ge that theolog1ca1 larJguage 1& mean-

1 le haa bean ~e O yet we ~ust deal wlth hla ela1m t.~at 

t ei.;i log1cal language J.nvolves grammatical e~ror. He salcl.1 

·z1 gene1"210 the postu.1_ation of' Jteal non-ez1ate.""lt ent1-
t 1eL r au.1. ts f>:icra tha aupe:rstl t1on1 that, to every wora 
or,, phrnaa that can bathe grammatical sub3eot of a sen
tence, the:iea must sooiewilex-e 'be a real ent!ty correspond. ... 
1tl6• P~~ a~ there is no p1aoe 1n the ap1r1oal. world 
for man_y of' t 1ese • mit1t1es." a,.spec1al non-emp1rioa1· 
10 !:"l.d i., 1nvokecl to house them.""' 

Ayer •s cr1t1e1sm 1a echoed b7 L1?JgU1st1o Anslysts. They 

have po1nted ap the -tact that philosophers and others have 

te1. ed. to mul t1ply ent1 tlea beeause ot the gl'Sllliaat1oa1. error 

or. bel1ev11l,S that ever"J word whlch oan stand aa the aub3eat 

of a s•tence must have an ex1st1Dg referent. · For examp1e, 

LiDgU1at1o Anal.ysts point out: that phlloaophera and othera 

believe that the aentence9 "Subatanae ex1ata." tunotlom 1D 

the aame way as the sentence, "Cow• are 'brcnm." On the baala 

o~ th1a gramm&t1ca1 error pb11oaapbera lmlat tllat alnoe 

•substance" 1a not evident 1n tile real.pb7aloa1110l'14, lt 

must •ezlat• ln ••• •14ea1• .wor14. Ol1'bert 1111• llaa 

' .. SUpra1 pp., 16ft'. 
4Ayer, •• ol t.-. P• 43. 
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1ml.1oated this grammatical error 1n connection with the use 

Philosophers :and ethers who have to abstract and gene~
a l!ee tend tc be m1mlad by the verbal s1m1ler1ty of 
"the" .. ph?-ases ot the one sort [mater1al. ob~eot phrases] 
uith 0 the"-phrases of' the other ,:bstz-aotion phraaeaj 
into ''coining entities" ln order · be ab1e to show to 
what a given " the"~phrase re~ePs. 

Th tendenoy ·to make tJ1,.e er:ror le ht"aoed. to :?lato Who 

pee_ tea h1s ;beo:ry of "Parms" to acoount for the e::d.stenoe 

o?. ab t r actions suoh as the 'ITU•~ the Beaut1:f\al~ ma4 the 

Goo •6 

~!bough Lir-,gu1atic, AJJalysts baYe not uaecl the above men

t .. ue.... or1 tic1atu to acndaan iiheologS:oal language 1n general 

ae Ayer ma done, yet their or1tlo1am lends wetght to Ayer'a 

cmu~ge. Thuc ,. ~ ls !.mpo:rtant to meet blo o1a1m tlm.t tiaeo

l o,:; ... aal l&rJgU.age 1mro1~.res a b.-i-8Dml~t1cal e~J"Or wh1oh lea4s to 

t he poatul.eticm of "1deal" entities. 

In meet1ng Ayer•s ohm~ga we sbal.1 dlaouss one theolog1-

ca1 term, 12B11ely 0 objeatlve 3uatttloatlon1 N lnqu1~1ng whether 

thoo1~11ans have actually posited an ldeal entity 111 uallJg 

this term or not. •ob3ect1ve juat1tloat1on" ·la a 
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pa!,'l:i1ou1ai4lY uae:ful ·i;erm f"oi- th1s 1nqu1ry1 ror at leaat one 

re e t Lutheran dogmat1o1an 1u tu:ierloa. Edward W. A. Koehler, 

hE.1.13 spok n o.Z 1t 2r.:1 a 0 bank" or "treasure" thus e~geatlng a 

10s! t~· s:lm11arity ·batwe~ the c~noeJpt and the names tor 

m-ter1ol objec·ts or e.ut1+.1es. The logical sim1lax-1ty 1n thl& 

eeGe w ul.d be a sim11ar!ty in funot1on, namely reteranoe to 

some .,,.. · 1 n or n ideal II obj ct. !Coah'ler ,statede 

We l ike to th1nlc of objeot1ve Just1t1oat1on as the bank 
,:,:r God, 1?1 w. iah 1s o.opos~ted 1'or all man on 1nexbauat1-
bla treasure of grace and forgiveness. Thls treasure 
was l""epared and ea~ned by Christ and 1s sutt1c1e:c.t 'for 
all the needs o~ e11 men. God does net forgive my s1ns 
r:m,.y when I com to this bmlk9 bui; the treasure· 1s 
the111e 0 1 t is x-e..qdy and wa.1 ting tor me. 'l'hls btmk of9 
Gt'lcl is open 2t e.11 houi•s9 day and n1ght. and as otten 
as I pen.i tently turn to God 1n t"a.1 th to draw on this 
t· ~. au.re :for my ~ i.ly neeidsi. He w111 not refuse me, 
Jolu:.. tS: )?. • •• 

!to~ e the lcg!.e.11 to use material. ob3eot tel'lls in a W8.1 whlah 

. uul · E ;iggest a log1cs 1 s1m1larity between tnom and the cm. 

cepu "cbjeot1ve just1f1catlon° would encourage a ph11oaopber 

t0 bel1evo that he 1.s pos1t1ng an "ideal• en~lty to wh1ob 

tho concept refers. 

Dees the use of the term. "•b3ect1Te 3uattflcat1on," 

pc,si t an 14eal entl ty? Tc anawer thS.a question we aball. 

coas1der 1ts use both by Koehler an4 other theologlana. 

"Ob3eottve .1uatlf'1oatlon" la uaua1]¥ uaecl aa a,b!peza 1ne1 
•. 
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&ct ot God,. t hat 1s, to tbe f'act that at the ts.me Christ 

died, God justified eve~y 1nd! v14ua11n the totality of 

humanity reaoh1ng forward a..~d backward trom that event in 

time. "Objecti ve jumt 1t'1cat 1on" t hus summarizes t hose scrip

tural passages t1hioh speak o-£ all men bell.rag forgiven their 

s ins by •.ri rtue of Chrls t ~s suf fer1z:ag0 dea th, and resunec

t i~~, espao1al iy Romaus 4:5~ 5:18,19 ; and 2 COr1nt bi ans 

_5::la ... 21 . I t ~s us ed i n connection with "subjective Jwst1t1-

oet:l.011, (: anot her · 1gher l evel c oncept :t'ef eisril3g to each ot 

❖•• e spe 1?.i c ~ecepti n:r..s by in41v1dual.s of the "obJeot1ve 

us ··t i'1cationin offered to a.11 h,.1111anity. 

Theolog1an s 11ho have used t l1e term, "obJaot1T.e just1f1-

cat1on11 0 have used i t 1n close co:rmectlon with pasaages 

dec1a r1r..g God 's fcn:•g1veness of' al.1 men. Meat of tliam have 

uaed 1 t ,.n corm.eot!l.on wi tll a carehl ex,agee1s of t hese pas

eages . Mos t i mportant 1s t he. f'aot that they have oare:f'ul.ly 

qual.1£1ed t he t e rm .,1th exg:rassions 1nt11cat1ng 1 ta i-efel99!1Ce 

to an aot1cn ot God. ,.,. . - ... Oeox-ge St8akharidt, an o1der aogmat1o1an 

of the Missouri Synod., used the term, •ob.jeot1Te 3uatlftca-

t1on." 1n hi s exegesis of Romans 5s18119. It 1s significant 

that 1n t he second sentence ot the to11ow1ng quotation .he 

1nd1oatea tbe f'act that •ob3aot1ve .1uat11'1cat1on• ref'ea to 

an aat by mentloniJJg •3uat1t1oat1~• 1n 1ta oopate verb 

t'orm, •e,npgbKf.rt;ig • • • ■\P4••· Stoo1Chardt aa141 

l)1e eben.behamlel.te Stell.e, v. lS.1911 l■t 4-J°M c1aa~tou• ftli- 41e Lelu-e TOD Ult &Ugeme1nen - aop-
nmm>en ob3.ect1ven Reohtfert.lgll!lg. R1er lehz't und 
bazeugt der Apoatel. .ezpr,aala. ypb1a, daaz •• ftb- al1e 
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Mo.nsone-A ~11!' B.echtfert1gung dee !sbens gekoamen 1st, 
dasz dle v1a1en. ur:.d das s1nd oben al.le Memaohen, ale 
Ger~chte vor Oo'l;t h1r.igestellt s1nd0 wie ex- sohon .v. 16 
hex-vorgGkehrt hn:t9 clasz as von den Pehl tP1 ttan V1e1er 
• er Z1l:.il ct, Htl..t.r.Jpd. :i zum Gox•ech·tse1n geko!Dlllen :\st, 4asz 
al.le f.iamachan. von a11en 1lll'Em. tTebertret,.mgea geNoht .. 
_f e~ gt und absolvi~t sine.. ~ 

Pieper, in ret 'l!:#renoe to Bomens J1-s2S, expl1o1tly 1n41-

ce.J.:;ed. th".t t ie term ""5bj 0t1ve just1f1cat1on" refers to an 

eot c, • .1 the p •·I; of OiOd. 'He stateda 

Now then, lt tho Father raised Cf'ar1st i"rom th9 dead1 
~ ~ by th1~ gl orious ~eaurr,eot1on act, declared that 
'if s ins of the whola world are tul.1:, expiated. oro 
ntaned. t o~=> a,1d tl1at all mank:tnd is now :regarded aa 
~1ghteoua before His divine tr1bU?1Sl. 1'h1s gracioQ& 
l"-:..C noU.:t·at1on am 3uo1i1f1cation 1s olearly taught 1n 

am. 4:25, "Who was delivered "tor ,our ottenses and waa 
1• 1 again for· 0 1w Just:1f\1cation." 'l"'tte term ,, H .c, CJ-
~LS her o means the aat ot di~1~ just1f1oat1on executed 
·tb:.t•.o 1gb Goil!s act of raising Chr1st :trom the dead,, and 
1 ~t.ti ~o~ 1;his t-easo:i call.eel the obJeotiva .,t.iat1f'iaat1an 
~~ ll reank1n~.9 

EJ1gel.de:r al.so shows that the term, •objeot1Te Just1t1ca

tio~, , rofe?'s t~ an aot 1on on ·the part ot God. Re does so 

by u.hlg the oogm.te verb :rorm ~ ".1uat1tlcat10D" and the 

eognate at'l:~ezeb1a1 1'ol'UI of "ob3eotlTe.• 

T'ne M1setour1ans adm1 t that they are •ong those who 
'lUldereta:nd 2 Co~. 5,19 to mean that on Easter mornlDg 
aod 3uat1:r1ec1 obJ,ect1vely I the llhol.s· world, and that 
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means., since the world !.e made up of 1Dl1v14ua1s, fffU'Y 
s1ng1e 1..~d1vidual..10 

Koebl.ol.""o t-1hcm ;1e mentione.:1 'bai'ore oe having suggeeted a 

logical sir.iil.1:-n_,,ity bett1een "objeet!lva 3uotlf"lcat1on° encl the 

aate!"ial @bciect temG0 "treasure" and "'ioaftho" azid 1n so aolng 

suggested. tI'lat "objective juatif"1ca-t1rmu ref'ers to an "14e91" 

entity 1n the sat-1<3 way that (a~..nkrl oz- "tz-easure" ref'ezaa to a 

"real a, ora physioa.1. anti ty O in the saste- art!cl• made 1 t ol.em

tnat '1objec·,1ve just1f'icat1cn" t-ef'er1J te an aot of 004. I?1 

epeak1ng about i•obJeot1ve just1f"1oat1on" he stated.a 

The all-embracing 3ust1ty·:1ng aat of Goda by whlah He 
forgave ell slna to all men, aoownted them righteous, 
and justified them ~tJ.l1t:u_mg,ri tock p1acse1 humanly 
spea!i:1ng9 the mcme.n He aooep • e re&!Dptlve worlt of 
His Son for the reeonc!11e.t1cm of the world, 2 Ca.~. 
Sml9; Bo~. 3124; 4i2Sa Sa10ol8. It was then .~hat 1n 
the co-wt of heaven He treely by grace. tor Cbrist0 s sake 
ebsolved all s1miars and deolared them Jumt. Aim this 
aot ot God need. not be rep9$te4 arA 1s not repasted, 
even a~ the redmption by Chrlst, on wb1oh 1t ls 
baset. :t1 · 

Otl~ 1nvest1gat1on of the theei1o,;1ans' use of the hlsher 
' level concept, "ob3eot1ve .1ustitloat.1aa,• has shown that they 

use the term as n shoiathmld notatl• tor a :rorens1o ~uat1t.,-

1ng @Ct on the part o°r Goa.. '!he tel'II ls not U8.e4 to riereze 

to an "ldesJ.ly" ex1stlng thhlg. Although tbls 1nt'ormatlcm 

does not .1ustlt7 all theologtoal 1anguage, 1t does oounter 

lOTh r;::i-ti) BDgetAer., •01>3aoti.Ye Juatltlaatlon, • 
99MP£411 ~1oglqa1 IJ9RWA-Y• XV (Auguet, 193:t), 56S. 

11g l'cb,ardJ w (ili.111111] A [uguat] Koehleri.- •ObJeotl•• _
hat1t'loa1;1on,-. gcmgpi,U.a Dnintml . IPD!NJ· XV! (.Aprill, 
194S), 232. · 



31 
.Aj'er0 hm>ge that uu thao1og1ce1 l.angi.lage lnvGl.ves a gram-

T:l£1.tlcal GJ?E'O!J wh1eh load.a to the pooltifte or 0 1deal~ nter

entG tot' h~hei- 1eve1 comepto. 



CRA'PTEp. V 

MISLEADING '!HEOLOGICAL LANOUACE 

AND 'fHE THEOLOOIA?i1 S TASK 

We have eeen thet Ayer al.1owed meaningtulnesa only to 

tautoleg1es and verified mate~1a1 obJeot statements. OD tbe 
basis of' his c:r1ter-1on f'or me9n1ng he ma1nta1net1 that all 

theolog1ca1 la.ng~e is meani!Jglesa. It has been polnted 

cut that h1s ver1f1catlon pr1no1ple 1s muoh too l'JBrrOWe actu

ally being a criterion f'or soient1f1c statements rather than 

for language in gene1'11a1. Wo have seen that a 1J1BnY level 

theol"y of' language which a11011e meaning to army 41ff'eNmt 

sorta of language 1s much more tl"Lle to the nature or 11zagu1a

t1o eonventions. With such a theory of language the meanlng

f"ulneas of theologloal lauguage 1a at least posalble. We 

have also seen Ayer•s oharge that a11 ~eo1ogloa1 l.arJguage 

involves a grammatical error retute4, ln41oatlng the aean

bgtul use of' one theologloal. teN lt not all theologlaal 

language. 

on the baa1a ot the-above ment1cme4 lrmtatlgat1on, 1t 

1B clear that a1though theolog1oa1 language a1111 be meanlngtul. 

lt may be ■:1.J1lea4lng. There la a oaut1on ror theologlana 

lnherent 1n qel'•a charge that thelr language m\llt1p11aa 

•1c1ea1• entltlea. The caution la thl-a that theologl&m1 maat 

be Olll'et'Ul ln ualllg higher lnel oonoepta (ab■tnust1cma, 

shoz-than4 tez-ma). Whan 11alng auoh tfll'IIIB the theologian IIUllt 
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precisely 1nd1cata that ~er wh1oh the term la to stam. It 

il d.ce not11 1"· !i.t"J p~,se1ble 'tba·a 111s atatemento 'ba 1slaa4-

1i'@• This !m the ease because highez- level ooncepts have a 

g~111st1,, l app arance sil'!t11.sr to that of mater1al obJeot 

te:rmso that 1Ao ~hey appear in the subJects Bild p~ed1ca.tea 

of a t oes !tn J; y ti:l:a1l ar to that cf meter•a1 object 

r:,<·!at~ .ante . Becauce of t ,,.s G'-r4'.lar1tu aome may be mlalecl 

!~to tbinki that en abetra.et1on re:rera to aomei "!deal• 

i n a ~ay ~1. 11m- to the rater61'1ce or a material ob3ect 

t t e nraQ." or phys1osl. entity. 11'h1s doe not suggest 

.,hr::.t hian r level. concepts ahoul.d rJot be used at all. I t 

inoza -ly cautions that thev mhoul a. be used oaret'ul.ly, tbs.~ ls, 

•. , Ql s contact t· _ th that :rar v.rh1ch they strma.. 

1'b1G 1n~estigation of Ayer's or 1t1c1a G~ theolog1oal 

l~e ilBG pointed up a p~lnolple tor those who att&11pt to 

.jua·~1fy the use of' theological 1-anguage. Theolog,-cal lan~. 

gueg~ can noltber be .crit!o1zed ~or juet1f1ed "1n gene!'Bl." 

One B?ea't ernr made b~• Aye~ 2.s his reascm1ng that since .12!!!! 

t"Jetapbysical l&1gU&ge 1s mean1J:Jg1eaa then &11 metaphys1aal 

~ theo1.ogloa1 +a.tJguege 1a meanbJg1e••• This 1• a alapla 

l eg1cal arror1 '!'or "some" nevel'" ~1~•• •a11.• The theolo

gian lo te;apted to make a a1■11ar errors ror 1n juatlt'71Dc 

"some• theolog1oal. l.BIJguage, he 1118¥ wish to conolu4e that 

•all a or l t 1a thereby 4•cma~ra~ ail meam.ngtul. ID juat,.

f'ylng 019 or1tlolzlng theclogS.oal lallguage, th~• .apeolrlo 

terms, phrases, 019 atatellanta ■uiat be oona14eN4 and the 
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oonolus1ons ~eaahed Munt be :restr1oted to the apec1r10 teroa, 

phrase~ or ~tatement inv~at1gated. 

Thi~ 1.nveat1gat1on has a1so Ul'lde~11nod one or tbe pr1a

eiple tm.sks of' t he thoolog1an. In order to save h1maelr fNm 

b 1ng m1slead1ng in b1s f'0x-mu1at1o-.lla and 1n order to D1eet 

c~!tic1sms d1~eated against his use or language, he must 

cm-af'ully ~yze the statementa wh1oh he makes. In this 

1nvest1gation we have mml.yzed oidy one ter,m, "objective 

ju.st1f'1,oatton1 '
1 trom the stan4po1nt ot 11l2gu1st1o amilya1s. 

any mo?-e statements and terms require the 118119 treataaent, 

for exe.mple a "Ood exists,• "God's w111." Such a:nalys1s ls 
. 

n t only a large task1 but also an important and fleu1ttul 

one. 
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