


At the Institutional Church of God in Christ in Brooklyn, New York, I have
seen women go into trance and dance, speak in tongues, and tremble with the
Spirit at 11 o’clock in the morning, while by 1 in the afternoon they are chatting
and joking in the church kitchen as they prepare the “fellowship lunch.” In a
suburb of Rio de Janeiro I witnessed a young Brazilian man being seized by an
orixa (god) of Candomble, sing, speak in an African language, dance, and yank
others into trance with him. After four hours of intense performing, the orixa
left his body, he came back to himself, and he served supper to the many neigh-
bors assembled in his mother’s home... 3¢

What these situations have in common is that both require that the ritual prac-
titioner temporarily take on a certain ritual identity. In what follows, I shall
propose that this phenomenon is related to what, in the contemporary philo-
sophical discussion, is referred to as “imaginative identification” (Section
2.4.2). That is, even though an individual is motivated by beliefs (for example,
concerning the existence of orixas), it is through experiential imagination that
the believed content becomes a lived reality for him/her. It is important to
notice, however, that philosophers disagree on whether, metaphysically, a per-
son can be an imagined character without also being identical with him/her.

The view advocated in this dissertation is, however, that the relationship
between imaginer and the imagined subject is founded on something other
than identity. This, in turn, raises the question of what then the actual founda-
tion of experiential imagination is, in fact. In what follows, I shall thus suggest
that ritual engagement — and the experiential imagination it involves — should
be seen in the light of two things: (a) the persuasion of “truth” (in the form of
T-Ex) and (b) the concept of “transportation”. I shall give a brief overview of
these categories. A longer discussion of how they relate to each other, how-
ever, will take place in Chapter six, where experiential imagination will be
given special attention.

4.6.1 Rituals as truth-pursuing activities

According to Kevin Schilbrack (2004, 2014), analytic philosophers of religion
have often considered rituals to be instinctual or mechanical rather than cog-
nitive. In order to get away from such an assumption, he urges philosophers
to conceive of rituals as sites of creativity, exploration, and discovery in their
own right. They are, he argues, “truth-pursuing activities... [that] manipulate
objects and, like scientific theories, develop over time in order to test hypoth-
eses.”?’ Schilbrack is in agreement here with, for example, anthropologist
Theodore Jennings (1982), who claims that “ritual action is not only the prod-
uct but is also the means of a noetic quest, an exploration which seeks to dis-
cover the right action or sequence of actions.”**® From Jennings’s point of

326 Schechner, 2013: 72.
327 Schilbrack, 2004:140.
328 Jennings, 1982:114.
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view, ritual inquiry is carried out through engagement and action rather than
through detached observation.

As a way to explicate the truth-pursing character of rituals, Schilbrack
(2014) suggests two theoretical tools that — according to him — can lessen the
proclaimed dichotomy between practice and belief, body and mind. The first
of these tools is the theory of conceptual metaphor (claiming that a person’s
ability to reason develops from her bodily engagement with the physical
world). The second tool is the theory of cognitive prosthetics, according to
which processes of cognition are extended into the physical, linguistic, or so-
cial environment. As an illustration, Schilbrack mentions the use of religious
icons as a way to facilitate the cognition of invisible spiritual beings.*?

In order to show how ritual practice may qualify as a kind of inquiry, Schil-
brack refers to a scenario in which two people are cutting down a tree with a
two-person saw. By engaging in such a practice, the involved individuals may
gain knowledge of themselves (for example, receiving an answer to the ques-
tion, “How strong am 1?”), the other wood-cutter (“Is s/he cooperative or
lazy?”), or the world (concerning the sharpness of the blade, the hardness of
the wood of the tree, and so forth). Even though these questions aren’t explic-
itly stated, they are answered by the practice itself, Schilbrack explains.*** Ac-
cording to him, similar kinds of inquiry are carried out in religious practice.
In initiation rites, for instance, the participants learn about adulthood, respon-
sibility, and gender; the teachings of funerals include knowledge about body,
detachment, and morality; pilgrimage enables insights into land, memory, and
persistence (and so forth).

The cognitive contributions of imagination are acknowledged (although
implicitly) in Schilbrack’s reference to two examples of ritual cognition: the
Christian Stations of the Cross**' and a mural depicting the scenes from the
Hindu epic Ramayana. When meditating on either of these scenarios, different
kinds of imagination are brought into play: visual imagery, simulation, and
pretense. To make sense of this experience, the practitioner must be able both
to decode visually the depicted event and to transport him/herself into the ex-
periences of the central characters, Schilbrack explains. And, in order for this
experience to be cognitively valuable, it is also required that s/he manages to
synthesize it with other essential aspects of her ordinary life.

4.6.2 Rituals as transportation

Religious rituals often reenact the central stories of a particular tradition or
community. They may, for example, symbolize and manifest the character of
the cosmic order, endorse particular ways of ordering experience, or provide

329 Schilbrack 2014: 36-51
330 Schilbrack, 2014:44-45.
31 Fourteen images that depict the events in the crucifixion and death of Jesus.
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exemplary patterns for human actions. Given the narrative core of rituals, in
what follows I shall relate them to the narratological concept of “transporta-
tion.” Typically, this term is associated with a situation in which an agent is
transported into a fictional or a factual narrative and becomes immersed in it.
When used in relation to ritual activity, it is thus presupposed that rituals have
a narrative substance that the participants of the ritual are “transported” into.
This is, in turn, an activity in which the self is both reduced and increased.?*?
That is, it allows a subject (a) to try on alternative selves while, simultane-
ously, (b) staying within the experiential categories that are provided by
his/her religious tradition. By being transported into this kind of fictive world,
ritual participants are able to exist “in a kind of liminal space, at the edge of,
or in the cracks between, the mapped regions of what we like to call “the real”
world.”*** Because of this “in between” character, rituals make it possible for
individuals and societies to undergo temporary transformations of various
kinds. As a result, the so-called sacred space and sacred time are imaginative
constructions that are performed in an “as if” mode, Tom Driver (1998) ar-
gues.

4.7 Religious thought experiments

As was suggested in the discussion of scientific thought experiments (Section
3.6), there are three different ways to answer the question about what kind of
imagination is operative in thought experimentation. According to the imag-
istic approach, it is a procedure that is primarily enabled by sensory (visual)
imagining. From this perspective, one of the essential characteristics of
thought experimenting is that it enables us to visualize fictive idealized sce-
narios. According to the propositional approach, this kind of mental operation
only requires propositional imagination (counterfactual reasoning, make-be-
lieve/pretense, or supposition, and so forth). A third way of approaching
thought experimentation — the experiential approach — holds that thought ex-
perimenting involves a recreation of experiential perspectives. That is, while
this procedure may include sensory imagining and propositional imagining, it
enables us, above all, to understand what it would be like to experience a cer-
tain situation. Consequently, according to this approach, experiential imagi-
nation plays an essential role in thought experimenting.

332 Using Kaufman and Libby’s (2012) terminology, I shall distinguish between (a) experience-
taking and (b) perspective-taking. In the case of experience-taking, it entails “spontaneously
assuming the identity of a character in a narrative and simulating that character’s thoughts,
emotions, behaviors, goals, and traits as if they were one’s own”( Kaufman and Libby, 2012:1).
In perspective-taking, in contrast, the activation of the reader’s self'is increased. Here, the reader
instead uses conceptual knowledge about his/her own self to estimate how a protagonist might
experience or respond to a situation

333 Driver, 1998:80.
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In the present section, I won’t go into detail about either of these positions.
However, a more thorough examination will take place in Chapter six, where
special attention will be given to the experiential approach as a way to com-
pare the role of experiential imagination in scientific and religious practices.
Essential to that discussion is the narratological concept of “transportation.”
Previously, this term was used in relation to both scientific thought experi-
mentation (Section 3.6) and religious rituals (Section 4.6.2).

4.7.1 Narratives, models and thought experimentation

In Section 4.5.2 I presented Ian Barbour’s (1997) remarks on the close rela-
tionship between models and narratives — that is, the idea that certain narra-
tives can function as interpretative frameworks through which individuals per-
ceive their own lives.>** In the present section I shall argue that some religious
narratives also may function as “thought experiments.” As an example, we
can think of stories that allow us, for example, to relive, identify with, or
merely reflect upon the experiences of significant figures of our own spiritual
tradition. That is, by projecting him/herself into the exemplar’s life (which is
typically recounted in a narrative of some sort), a person is able to imagine
how s/he would act if s/he had the exemplar’s values and commitments. I sug-
gest that this kind of imaginative engagement can be understood as a specific
kind of thought experimentation. That is, while a narrative may function as a
model for a certain way of life, it transforms into a thought experiment when
individuals imaginatively explore it in relation to their own lives. The differ-
ence between a narrative that functions as a model and one that functions as a
thought experiment is, consequently, merely a question of one’s own attitude
towards it.

I suggest, furthermore, that something similar can be said about practices
such as The Spiritual Exercises of St Ignatius. When engaging in the Exer-
cises, the attendant is asked to place him/herself imaginatively in a setting
from the Gospels or in a scene proposed by Ignatius: to hear, feel, touch, and
taste the essential aspects of the Christian mystery. Another way of putting it
is to say that this procedure entails recreating the experiential perspectives of
the characters present in the Gospel setting. That is, while Jesus, Lazarus, or
Mary Magdalene (or some other character) serve as scriptural models for the
attendant, they don’t function as thought experiments until s’he imaginatively
and spiritually engages in and is challenged by these new identifications.

334 “In science, models are always ancillary to theories. In religion, however, the models them-
selves are as important as conceptual beliefs partly because of their close association with the
stories prominent in religious life... The individual participates in communal ritual and liturgy
that reenact and refer to portions of these stories. Narratives in dramatic form are more person-
ally involving and evocative than models, which are relatively static, though models are less
abstract than concepts” (Barbour, 1997:120-121).
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4.7.2 Different kinds of religious thought experiments

In the present section, I am going to distinguish between a variety of religious
thought experiments. In the contemporary discussion on thought experiments,
Yiftach Fehige (2014) refers to theological thought experimentation that em-
ploys “intuitions that depend on revelation.”*** In my own conceptualization
I have — in contrast to Fehige — chosen to refer to them as “religious” rather
than “theological.” The reason behind this choice is that the former, in my
understanding, is a broader term. Whereas theology typically is associated
with what people believe about God/ The Ultimate Reality, the term religion
also includes the practical application of such beliefs. This is an important
distinction in the light of my earlier claim that The Spiritual Exercises may
function as religious thought experiments. That is, even though these exercises
are founded on certain beliefs, they also have the form of religious practices.
This kind of thought experiments are therefore closely related to rituals in
which subjects use imagination to recreate the experiential perspectives of the
characters in religious narratives. . In Chapter six, this is an aspect on which I
shall elaborate more thoroughly.

4.7.2.1 Two categories of thought experimentation

In this section I shall distinguish between narratives that were given their
thought-experimenting function in retrospect (RTE') and those that, on the
contrary, were designed to have “thought experimenting qualities” (RTE?). In
the latter group, for instance, we find thought experiments that are character-
ized by their argumentative and critical use of reason (being embedded in a
philosophical framework) in combination with a content that has religious rel-
evancy.

By referring to certain religious narratives as “thought experiments,” it is
here assumed that the phenomenon of thought experimenting is older than the
actual term itself is. This relates, for example, to a situation in which a scrip-
tural narrative is said to function in a thought experimenting way. As an ex-
ample, Fehige (2019) proposes that the Book of Job be seen as a thought ex-
periment about divine providence. According to him, there are many similar-
ities between this narrative and the scenarios featured in, for example, ethical
thought experiments such as the “trolley experiment.” Similar to the discus-
sions evoked by this well-known example, the Hebrew canon favors individ-
uals who scrutinize God’s decrees and actions, Fehige argues. Consequently,
the Book of Job doesn’t demand belief in a fixed body of propositions, but

35 Fehige 2014: 388. Revealed theology occupies itself with the special divine acts of commu-
nication that have been given to particular persons at a specific time and place. At the same
time, there are two different ways of doing revealed theology. In the first case, the philosophical
method is used to demonstrate the truth of religious claims by appealing to evidence apart from
divine revelation. In the second case, a philosophical method is used to understand theological
convictions derived from divine revelation.
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instead highlights one man’s critical search for the truth. However, this kind
of existential “reasoning” is very different from the kind of reasoning that
takes place in regular scientific thought experimentation.

Furthermore, Menachem Fisch (2019) argues that the reinterpretation of
hakalah (the Jewish law) requires that the debate be open to the imagined cri-
tique of the surrounding civilized gentile world. According to Fisch, such an
imaginary counterfactual perspective is incorporated in a number of “thought
experimenting” narratives to which the halakhic texts refer.

But narratives with such thought-experimenting qualities are not found
only in a Judeo-Christian context. Niels Henrik Gregersen (2014) mentions
that the following story about the philosopher Zhuangzi indeed has the char-
acter of a thought experiment:

Zhuangzi and Huizi were walking on the dam over the river Hao, when
Zhuangzi said, “Look at the ease of the play of the fishes — that is their enjoy-
ment.” Huizi responded: “You are not a fish, how do you know about what
constitutes the enjoyment of fishes?” Yet Zhuangzi replied: “You are not I.
How do you know that I do not know what constitutes the enjoyment of
fishes?”... “Well I know about their enjoyment from our enjoying ourselves
together over the river of Hao”*¥7

As explained by Gregersen, this story serves as a thought experiment about
the metaphysical supposition that Dao permeates everything that exists. That
is, as a first step, Zhuangzi challenges Huizi’s common-sense assumption that
human beings are separated from other creatures. Thus, while humans and
other creatures cannot understand each other, neither can humans understand
their fellow human beings. As a second step, Zhuangzi argues that it is through
the human experience of enjoyment that we also can grasp what the enjoyment
of fish is like. This argumentation, in turn, is influenced — and constrained —
by the theoretical framework of Daoism. Given this, Gregersen points out that
it builds on the wider metaphysical assumption that “inner bonds exist beneath
the perspectival skills between individual organisms. Dao is at work in every-
thing.”33*

The term “thought experiment” has also been applied in retrospect to the
argumentation of some ancient or medieval thinkers. According to Iribarren
and Lenz (2008), for example, medieval philosophers and theologians often
used angels as protagonists of thought experimentation. Angels could be used,
for instance, as a way to explain the specific status of humanity and to serve
as a strategy to bridge the gap between heaven and earth.

37 The Texts of Taoism, Part 1. Dover Publications, 1962 (1891). Trans. James Legge. Quoted
in Gregersen, 2014:132.
338 Gregersen 2014: 133.
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Jon McGinnis (2018) and Taneli Kuukkonen (2014) argue, in turn, that
many thinkers in the medieval Islamic world®* appreciated the role of thought
experiments in philosophy and the sciences. Kukkonen claims, for instance,
that Ibn Sina/Avicenna was the first philosopher in the Aristotelian tradition
that recognized the value of postulating hypothetical scenarios when studying
nature. Among Ibn Sina’s/Avicenna’s thought experiments, the best known is
probably the so-called “floating man”, which argues for the existence of an
immaterial and substantial soul. In the thought experiment, a man falls freely
in the air — a state in which he attains the concept of having no assistance from
sensory experience.>*

While the “floating man” is a metaphysical thought experiment that has
religious relevance (for example, in relation to beliefs about an afterlife), it is
situated within a philosophical framework. Something similar can said about
many contemporary thought experiments in the analytical philosophy of reli-
gion. As an illustration, we can think of Peter van Inwagen’s (1978) and Dean
Zimmerman’s (1999, 2010) metaphysical thought experiments about the pos-
sibility of a material (bodily) resurrection after death. According to van In-
wagen, individual existence is guaranteed as a result of God’s reanimation of
the corpse. As a way to explicate his position, he creates a scenario in which
God plays the role of a “body snatcher”:

Perhaps at the moment of each man’s death, God removes his corpse and re-
places it with a simulacrum which is what is burned or rots. Or perhaps God is
not quite so wholesale as this: perhaps He removes for “safekeeping” only the
“core person” — the brain and central nervous system — or even some special
part of it.34!

In response to van Inwagen’s proposal, Zimmerman (1999) provides a thought
experiment in which bodily resurrection is described as the result of body-
splitting rather than of body-snatching. This approach, which he refers to as

339 For example, Ibn Sina/Avicenna (980-1037), Ibn al-Haytham (965-1040), Abu Hamid al-
Ghazali (1058-1111). In a similar way, Marilyn McCord (2010) argues that many medieval
texts functioned as theological thought experiments. She emphasizes, in particular, that the im-
maculate conception of the Blessed Virgin Mary was used as a controversial thought experi-
ment by theologians such as Anselm, Bernard of Clairvaux, and Bonaventure

340 “One of us must suppose that he was just created at a stroke, fully developed and perfectly
formed but with his vision shrouded from perceiving all external objects — created floating in
the air or in the space, not buffeted by any perceptible current of the air that supports him, his
limbs separated and kept out of contact with one another, so that they do not feel each other.
Then let the subject consider whether he would affirm the existence of his self. There is no
doubt that he would affirm his own existence, although not affirming the reality of any of his
limbs or inner organs, his bowels, or heart or brain or any external thing. Indeed he would affirm
the existence of this self of his while not affirming that it had any length, breadth or depth. And
if it were possible for him in such a state to imagine a hand or any other organ, he would not
imagine it to be a part of himself or a condition of his existence” (Ibn Sina/Avicenna, quoted in
Goodman, 2013: 155-156).

341 yan Inwagen, 1978:114-122.
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the “falling elevator model,” draws on the idea that, according to the “physics”
of cartoons, it is possible to avoid death in a plummeting elevator simply by
jumping out the split second before it hits the basement floor. In a similar way,
the body of a dying person escapes dissolution — according to Zimmerman —
by jumping into the resurrection world. What this approach suggests, conse-
quently, is a split between two identically structured sets of simples that then
are located in different “worlds.” ***

As was briefly mentioned in Section 4.8.1, there are certain types of reli-
gious thought experiment that are more concerned with the imaginative recre-
ation of experiential perspectives than with a purely philosophical argumen-
tation. In this chapter I have exemplified this form of unorthodox thought ex-
perimentation with the Spiritual Exercises of St Ignatius. Here the focus is
primarily on “what it would be like” to have the experiences and commitments
of certain biblical characters

4.7.3 The epistemic gain of religious thought experiments

As we have seen, a wide variety of narratives can be said to display thought-
experimenting qualities. Whereas some make use of philosophical reflection,
others are more concerned with the recreation of certain experiential perspec-
tives that are of spiritual significance. However, in order to define the charac-
ter of religious thought experimentation, it is necessary to relate it to the over-
all aim of religious practice, which is to make the world existentially intelligi-
ble. This, in turn, is related to both epistemic and practical goals. While the
former aims at truth and the avoidance of falsehood, the aim of the latter is to
attain other values, such as peace of mind, happiness, the meaning of life, and
so forth. That is, whereas some cases of religious engagement aim at increas-
ing the number of true beliefs, other cases are more related to the achievement
of practical goals.’*

In the section on scientific thought experimentation, I referred to it as a
practice that may generate knowledge as well as understanding. At the same
time, I also suggested that the latter is an epistemic gain that fits particularly
well with the thought-experimenting procedure. One of the reasons behind this

342 “The Falling Elevator Model is a way to allow the Life of a dying organism to go one way,
while the dead matter goes another way. The trick is to posit immanent-causal connections that
“jump” from the matter as it is dying, connecting the Life to some other location where the
crucial organic structure of the organism is preserved... So every portion of the matter in my
body undergoes something like fission at the time of my death. Consider just the atoms in my
body; and pretend that my body consists entirely of atoms (and the parts of atoms). The Falling
Elevator Model affirms that, at the moment of my death, God allows each atom to continue to
immanently-cause later stages in the “life” or history of an atom, right where it is then located,
as it normally would do; but that God also gives each atom the miraculous power to produce an
exact duplicate at a certain distance in space or time (or both), at an unspecified location I shall
call “the next world” (Zimmerman 2010: 36-37).

343 Stenmark, 2004: 28-29.
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is that thought experiments prompt us to do cognitive work of our own (rather
than giving a straight answer). Thus they encourage an epistemic procedure
that enables a multifaceted grasping rather than merely knowing isolated
pieces of information. This characterization applies to scientific as well as re-
ligious thought experiments, I argue. However, what needs to be examined
further is how to characterize the term “religious understanding.”

Even if it understanding is considered to be an epistemic state, it involves
something much more wide-reaching than matching one’s beliefs to reality in
the right sort of way. For this reason, the state of understanding often overlaps
with goals that I have referred to as “practical.” As argued by D.Z. Philips
(1970), for example, religious engagement is not merely an extension of our
list of justified true beliefs:

Coming to see that there is a God is not like coming to see that an additional
being exists. If it were, there would be an extension of one’s knowledge of
facts, but no extension of one’s understanding. Coming to see that there is a
God involves seeing a new meaning in one’s life, and being given a new un-
derstanding.>*

In a similar way, John Cottingham (2017b) suggests that religious understand-
ing should be conceptualized as a “certain mode or manner of understanding
the world”** that cannot be achieved by the critical scrutiny of the intellect
alone. That is, he argues, it should be thought of as a mode of engagement
with and attunement to reality as a whole: “a moral and spiritual opening of
the self to the presence of the divine.”**® A similar perspective is given by
Kyle Scott (2017), who emphasizes that understanding is manifested in “the
way you act, the things you say, where you go, and the people you spend time
with.”**” When a subject has understanding, her beliefs are situated in a
broader context, Scott argues:

For example, because of her belief that the world is created by God she may
come to view her environment differently: as sacred or worthy of respect. It
may also change her behavior because she believes that she now has a duty of
care for the world. In this case, these beliefs manifest understanding because
the religious believer does not simply give assent to a certain proposition, but
recognizes and grasps the connections between things and sees the implica-
tions of her beliefs.>*

34 Phillips 1970: 17-18

345 Cottingham, 2017 b: 29.
346 Cottingham, 2017 b :31
347 Scott, 2017:144.

348 Scott, 2017:136
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4.8 Summary

In this chapter, I examine the role that imagination plays in relation to scien-
tific models, metaphors and analogies, aspect perception, religious rituals, and
thought experiments. Like in the previous chapters, two levels of mediation
serve as an analytical tool for my examination. At the first level, mediation
takes place via a particular conceptual framework that constructs and concep-
tualizes reality in a certain way. At the second level, the imagining is gener-
ated through a certain imaginative device (e.g., a model or a ritual). In addi-
tion, | argue that religious imagination is thematically guided by a religious
tradition (“thematic imagination”) and can involve apophatic as well as
kataphatic strategies (which are not mutually exclusive).

In light of Lakoff and Johnson's conceptual metaphor “knowing is seeing”,
I studied two forms of religious “seeing”: vision and visualization. Generally,
a vision is said to be spontaneous and unintended. Visualization, on the other
hand, is described as a voluntary and active creation in the mind’s eye. As a
stepping stone to my own conceptualization, I made use of St Augustine’s
distinctions between corporeal, spiritual, and intellectual vision. These cate-
gories served as background to an exploration of experiences of visualization
and vision in Christian medieval monasteries, contemporary Western esoteri-
cism, and Mahayana Buddhism. While the received view is that visualization
draws more heavily on imagination than visionary practices do, I suggest a
much closer relationships between these two visual strategies.

In my examination of “religious seeing,” I also present Tanya Luhrmanns’s
proposal that sensory imaginings seem to influence how religious practitioners
experience the world, for example, by prompting them to experience the ob-
jects of prayer as more “real” than they would otherwise. In relation to this
discussion, John Cottingham’s concept of “transformative vision” was intro-
duced. Instead of seeing belief as a lens (or interpretative frame) that leads to
automatic and predictable interpretations of the world, Cottingham argues that
it requires the involved individual to creatively interpret and transform what
is encountered in the world.

Another way in which I explore the concept of “religious seeing” is by ex-
amining the proposal that there exists a conceptual connection between reli-
gious beliefs and aspect perception. In this case, the suggestion is that aspect
perception, like religious belief, has genuine duration. However, in contrast to
this view, | argue that seeing of aspect is episodic rather than continual. The
discussion about aspect perception gave me reason to reflect and elaborate on
John Cottingham’s term “transformative vision.” My interpretation of this
phenomenon is that it involves a dynamic between an interpretative
frame/model and the seeing of aspects. That is, whereas models contribute a
certain continuity, aspect perception is an episodic phenomenon that enables
the religious individual to spot novel aspects within the framework in which
the person is situated.
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In relation to religious metaphors and analogies, I present different perspec-
tives on how this kind of language should be interpreted. When discussing
religious models, a distinction is made between two categories: RM' (models
that relate to selected aspects of a religious discourse) and RM? (where entire
religions function as “models” of reality). In addition, I acknowledge a close
relationship between models and narratives and argue that certain narratives
can function as interpretative frameworks in themselves.

Similar to their scientific counterparts, one may refer to a propositional, a
metaphorical, and an additive view of religious models. In this discussion, |
differentiate between two notions of truth (T-Gen and T-Ex) and existential
meaning-making (Ex-M).

In the case of religious rituals, I suggest that they typically involve experi-
ential imagination. For this, I present the idea that rituals may be truth-pursing
and that they can be associated with the narratological concept of “transporta-
tion.” These two aspects are discussed more thoroughly in Chapter Six.

Regarding the religious equivalent to scientific though experiments, I have
chosen to refer to them as “religious” rather than as “theological.” I chose this
kind of conceptualization since it allows a broader spectrum of narratives to
be associated with thought experimenting qualities.

In addition, I distinguish between narratives that are given thought-exper-
imenting function in retrospect (RTE') and narratives that, in contrast, were
designed to have “thought experimenting qualities” (RTE?). Similar to their
scientific counterparts, one may refer to an imagistic, a propositional, and an
experiential approach to religious thought experimentation. To the group of
thought experiments that involve experiential imagination, I count stories that
allow us to relive, identify with, or merely reflect upon the experiences of
significant figures of our own spiritual tradition.

When considering the role of religious thought experimentation, I propose,
in turn, that the epistemic state of “understanding” best describes their contri-
bution. Rather than merely knowing isolated pieces of information, these
kinds of narratives encourage a multifaceted grasping of the relevant relation-
ships of a subject matter.
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5 Interactivism

5.1 Introduction

In Chapters three and four, it was argued that we can identify theoretical mod-
els in both science and religion. Such models typically consist of a set of as-
sumptions about some object or system, and are developed to explain or fore-
cast a situation or a phenomenon. The billiard ball model of gases, for exam-
ple, is founded on the assumption that the behavior of gas molecules resembles
that of billiard balls (i.e., they don’t exert force on each other except in in-
stances of collision, and so forth).

In the area of religion, models make presuppositions about central aspects
in the teaching of a particular religious community. We can think, for exam-
ple, of different versions of the theist model, which assumes that God — or a
pantheon of different gods — have certain features. Typically, these aspects are
derived from a variety of sources: the Holy Scriptures (and its literal as well
as metaphorical characterizations of the divine realm), oral tradition, philo-
sophical developments that becomes influential in a religious tradition, the
present historical and political situation, and so forth.

In the previous discussions of scientific and religious models, I presented
the view that the modeling procedure involves a propositional attitude that is
directed towards a model system (“the propositional view of models”). In the
present chapter, I shall examine accounts according to which this attitude is
that of belief (doxasticism) or imagination (J.L. Schellenberg’s non-doxastic
stance of “imaginative faith” and the fictionalist position of Andrew Eshle-
man/Robin Le Poidevin/Peter Lipton). While doxasticism is given a brief
presentation, the positions of non-doxasticsm and fictionalism will be exam-
ined more thoroughly. The motivation behind this is that the latter two involve
different forms of imagination (and therefore are particularly relevant for this
dissertation).

The chapter will proceed according to the following scheme. First I present
the positions of doxasticism, non-doxasticism, and fictionalism. Thereafter I
give an example of a specific kind of religious phenomenon — so called “fic-
tion-based religion” — that embodies the relationship between imagination and
belief in a multifaceted and complex way. My discussion of these positions
will in turn serve as a springboard for my own formulation of the position of
interactivism. Here I shall argue that interactivism is the view that most accu-
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rately describes the cooperative and distinct character of the attitudes of im-
agination, belief, and the mental state of perception. That is, instead of refer-
ring to one governing attitude, I consider it to be more correct to talk about an
interplay between various attitudes and mental states.

In the second half of the chapter, I shall focus on the interactive dynamic
between imagination and perception in particular. Here I shall primarily in-
vestigate how such an interface is carried out in aspect perception and models
respectively.

5.2 Doxasticism, non-doxasticism and fictionalism

5.2.1 Doxasticism

Typically the term “doxasticism” is a position that is associated with the area
of religion — in particular, as a contrast to the position of “non-doxasticism”.
In what follows I shall nonetheless use it in relation to both religion and sci-
ence. In my use of the term, it refers to a position according to which the cog-
nitive component of a particular discourse is that of belief. That is, if a subject
adopts the attitude of belief towards a proposition, this includes a commitment
to the truth of that proposition.

According to the received view of religious faith, one cannot have faith
without belief in the relevant propositions. That is, a subject can only have
faith that p (for example, that God exists) if s/he also believes that p (that God
exists).** One important distinction should be made, however, between belief-
that and belief-in.**° When a subject believes-that God exists, this means that
s’he regards this proposition to be true, that s/he affirms the factual claim that
the proposition makes, and is of the opinion that there is such a person (or
entity) as God. To have belief-in God, in contrast, can mean a variety of things.
On the one hand, it can serve as an alternative way of expressing belief-that.
As an illustration, we can think of a situation in which a subject says that s/he
believes-in God, and with this statement primarily means that s/he believes-
that God exists. Another way of understanding belief-in is, however, that it
designates a number of personal responses towards the object of one’s belief
— for example, love or trust. In this case, belief-in God is closely related to
faith-in God.*"

349 See, for example, Augustine, 1998; Aquinas, 1948: ILII; Evans, 1998; Malcolm and Scott,
2018; Plantinga, 2000, chs. 8 and 9; and Swinburne, 1981/2005: 138-148.

350 Buchak, 2012; Plantinga, 1983; Price, 1965; Swinburne, 1981/2005.

31 In its most general sense, “faith” refers to a certain kind of trust. According to the “trust”
model of faith, faith is the same as believing in (in the sense of trusting in) God. There are,
nonetheless, different models of faith. Whereas some emphasize the affective component of
faith, other models accentuate its cognitive aspects: for example, by describing faith as a special
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At the same time, it should be noticed that there are different opinions about
what the category “belief-in” actually contains, and to what extent it can be
replaced by belief-that. Some philosophers of religion argue, furthermore, that
belief-in presupposes belief-that.>*> As Alvin Plantinga (1983), for example,
puts it:

One cannot sensibly believe in God and thank him for the mountains without
believing that there is such a person to be thanked and that he is in some way
responsible for the mountains. Nor can one trust in God and commit oneself to
him without believing that he exists. 33

However, while acknowledging that religious faith (according to a doxastic
view) often involves an interface between believe-that and believe-in, in what
follows I shall focus primarily on the former.

When the term “doxasticism” is employed in a scientific context, it refers
to a situation in which an individual scientist or a scientific community adopts
the attitude of belief towards a theory or hypothesis. However, since scientific
knowledge claims are vulnerable and can be rejected as false, scientists typi-
cally use the term belief “with a certain vagueness.”>* Instead of believing a
theory, therefore, it is more common that scientists accept it in relation to a
particular context of reasoning. We can think, for example, of Newtonian me-
chanics, which — although it gives a false representation of reality — still is
accepted within a limited domain (for example, in the construction of bridges
and buildings).

5.2.2 Non-doxasticism

According to the position of non-doxasticism, a weaker cognitive attitude
(such as acceptance or assumption) can play the cognitive role that is typically
assigned to belief. In the case of religion, this means that faith that p doesn’t
require belief that p. Instead, it is argued that the attitude of belief can be sub-
stituted by non-doxastic attitudes such as propositional hope,*** acceptance,**
trust,”>’ imagination,® assumption,”” and so forth. In the case of science,
“non-doxasticism” refers to situations in which scientists adopt an attitude

form of knowledge. Yet other accounts stress the relationship between faith and hope, or de-
scribe faith as a practical commitment that goes beyond one’s belief that God exists (Bishop,
2016).

352 Kenny, 1992; Plantinga, 1983; Price, 1965 are examples of philosophers who argue that
faith-in requires propositional faith.

353 Plantinga 1983: 18 .

33 Sperber, 1982:174-175.

355 Pojman, 1986; MacKaughan, 2013.

356 Alston, 1996, 2007.

357 Audi, 2011; McKaughan, 2013, 2017.

358 Schellenberg, 2005, 2007, 2009, 2013a.

339 Golding, 1990; Howard Snyder, 2013, 2019.
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other than belief towards a theory or hypothesis. That is, while not having a
doxastic commitment to these theoretical entities, they still use them as a basis
for their predictions and explanations.

As the term “non-doxastic attitudes” will be used in this chapter, it serves
as a collective name for a group of cognitive attitudes that have at least three
characteristic features:

(1) incompatibility with both belief and disbelief;

(2) truth-normativity, since the truth of p is considered to be an epis-
temic possibility;

(3) apositive evaluation of the object of the attitude.

In what follows, J.L. Schellenberg’s non-doxastic account of “imaginative
faith” will be examined. As Schellenberg argues, the attitude of belief should
be supplemented by the attitude of imagination in relation to religious matters.
His approach will also be compared with examples of scientific non-doxasti-
cism in which propositional imagination (primarily in the form of supposition)
is displayed as the proper attitude towards the object or area of investigation.

5.2.2.1 J.L. Schellenberg’s “imaginative faith”

J.L. Schellenberg’s concept of “imaginative faith” is part of a far more com-
prehensive philosophical position that he refers to as “ultimism.”*® Its domi-
nating idea is that there is a metaphysically, axiologically, and soteriologically
ultimate reality. The concept of the ultimate can, in turn, be found in the
world’s great religious traditions, Schellenberg argues. However, instead of
taking the attitude of belief towards the content of ultimism, he promotes a
non-doxastic and sceptical approach to it:

No agnostic in the traditional sense, I am nonetheless a religious sceptic in a
much broader sense, one that requires distinguishing traditional theism from a
deeper, more basic religious proposition I call ultimism, which invites no more
than doubt. I am a defender of faith but not a believer.3¢!

Whereas sceptical religion and religious non-doxasticism can be exemplified
in various way, Schellenberg himself argues for an imagination-based faith.
This, in turn, involves two interrelated procedures. First of all, (a) purposely
to adopt a policy of imagining the world in a particular way, but without be-
lieving it to be that way; and second, (b) to assent voluntarily to the imagined
state of affairs in the relevant context. In order to illustrate how such imagina-
tive faith operates, Schellenberg gives the example of an exhausted marathon
runner who is unsure whether he can reach the finishing line:

360 Schellenberg, 2005, 2007, 2009, 2013a.
361 Schellenberg 2013b: 144.
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When he keeps going in imaginative faith, repeatedly thinking to himself “Yes,
I will make it. Yes, I will make it,” he isn’t rightly seen as making some kind
of inner claim suggesting belief or else an attempt to incite belief. No. Rather
the inner declarative sentences amount to a method of keeping the picture of
himself completing the race before his mind. They also express an intention to
longingly direct his mind accordingly .’

When approaching religious matters in this way, according to Schellenberg,
we train our mind to the idea that “what is deepest in the nature of things is
also unsurpassably the greatest and that its wonders are in some way trans-
formatively accessible to me and the world.”** As he sees it, humanity as a
whole would benefit from embracing this kind of faith. To motivate this claim,
Schellenberg points out that religion, in comparison with the age of the planet
Earth, is a rather recent innovation. Given this, the human species is reli-
giously immature, and in need of an alternative that is appropriate to evolution.
This new kind of religiosity, according to Schellenberg, should help us to
evolve into greater religious maturity and to open our minds to future discov-
eries in relation to ultimate things. As he sees it, therefore, one of its charac-
teristic features is cognitive modesty:

It may occur to us that the beginning of religion pretty obviously should be
cognitively modest... Belief tells us that we’ve arrived at the end of the inves-
tigative road. We should rather think of ourselves as just setting out, as humans,
on the journey of inquiry.*%

In terms of imagination, it is important to notice Schellenberg’s own insistence
that imaginative faith is not to be equated with pretense, which he associates
with falseness: “imaginative faith is not a matter of pretense or ‘make believe’,
which implies thinking the relevant proposition false, but rather a response to
uncertainty.”*® Neither is it the case, he argues, that imaginative faith entails
“pretending to believe that p”*’ or anything else designed to produce beliefs.
When a subject keeps the imagined state (the one reported by p) before his/her
mind, it might seem that she pretends to believe it. But, as emphasized by
Schellenberg, that kind of self-deception is not consistent with the imagina-
tion-based type of non-doxasticism that he advocates. When a subject engages
in imaginative faith, it is instead the case — according to Schellenberg — that
s’/he entertains the possibility of p, while holding the truth and falsehood of p
before her and giving them equal weight.

The kind of imagination that Schellenberg focuses on is of a propositional
kind. While mostly referring to propositional imagination in a general sense,

363 Schellenberg 2014: 83.
364 Schellenberg, 2013a:106.
365 Schellenberg 2013a: 79.
366 Schellenberg, 2013a:102.
367 Schellenberg, 2014:83.
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he also mentions supposition (a specific kind of propositional imagination) as
an important element in imaginative faith.*®® Furthermore, even if Schellen-
berg doesn’t explicitly say so, it may be the case that his conceptualization of
imaginative faith also includes instances of sensory imagination. If so, Schel-
lenberg’s example of the marathon runner could, for instance, be expanded so
that it also involves the runner’s own mental images of seeing him/herself
running over the finishing line.

5.2.2.2 Imaginative supposition in science and religion

In this section I shall compare Schellenberg’s religious and imagination-based
non-doxasticism with its possible scientific counterparts. In order to do so, I
shall give special attention to supposition (“suppose that p”’) since, according
to Schellenberg, this is a kind of imagination that plays an important role in
imaginative faith. In science it is, in turn, often the case that suppositions are
used as a way to imagine states of affairs without any commitments to their
truth. However, as a way to explicate what this particular mental attitude en-
tails, I shall also compare it with doxastic and pragmatic forms of acceptance.

In Section 2.3.1 I gave a brief presentation of the propositional attitude of
supposition. Whereas some philosophers don’t consider it as belonging to the
imaginative realm, I argue, in contrast, that it does. In addition, I suggest that
it is likely that its particular characteristics — being a more minimalistic and
less embellished mental representation than many other forms of imagination
—have made it more epistemically acceptable in scientific contexts. That is, in
contrast to experiential imagination (which requires a specific kind of subjec-
tivity and self-involvement on the part of the imaginer) it is characterized by
a certain detachment to the propositional object in question. In science, sup-
position is used when, for example, a hypothesis is put forward (“suppose that
A is the case”) or in cases of counterfactual reasoning (“suppose that A would
be the case instead of B”). Fiora Salis and Roman Frigg (2020) argue, in turn,
that supposition is the kind of imagination that is operative when scientists
make use of thought experiments and scientific models.**’

Often scientists introduce TEs and SMs by explicitly inviting us to suppose
that some (real or non-actual) objects are endowed with certain properties and
that they behave in certain ways. To perform a TE or use an SM would then
amount to supposing a number of things and deriving consequences from them
with the aim of gaining knowledge.*”

368 See, for example, Schellenberg, 2009, note 2, page 81.

369 This therefore corresponds with the propositional view of scientific models (Section 3.4.1)
and the propositional approach to thought experiments (Section 3.6).

370 Salis and Frigg 2020: 41.
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As a way to explicate the characteristic features of supposition, I shall now
compare it with the propositional attitude of acceptance. As was briefly men-
tioned in the section on doxasticism, scientists typically use the term belief
“with a certain vagueness.”’' Instead of believing a theory, they accept it in
relation to a particular context of reasoning (independent of whether or not
they consider it to be true).

According to Margherita Arcangeli (2018), however, one should distin-
guish between a doxastic and a pragmatic form of acceptance. When a sub-
ject’s acceptance is of a doxastic kind, it is truth-directed and evidence-de-
pendent. She gives the example of a defence lawyer who has reason to believe
that the client is guilty, but cannot actually believe it because of insufficient
or contradictory evidence. For this reason, he chooses to accept doxastically
that the client is innocent. Pragmatic acceptance, on the other hand, is a mental
state that is independent of evidence and doesn’t have the aim of capturing
reality. That is, in this case the lawyer believes that his client is guilty but
accepts, for practical and professional reasons, that his client is innocent.

Pragmatic acceptance, according to Arcangeli, shares the essential features
of supposition — for example, being truth-independent and being tied to a par-
ticular context or discourse.’’> At the same time, she acknowledges that sup-
position can be diachronically related to doxastic acceptance. It can be the
case, for example, that a subject starts with “a supposition constrained by ex-
ternal factors and used for epistemic purposes, though not really based on ev-
idence.”””® Motivated by this case of supposition, s/he then starts looking for
further evidence to ground it. If such evidence is found, the subject’s mental
state may shift into that of doxastic acceptance or even belief, Arcangeli ar-
gues. As an example, she refers to the kind of reasoning that, she says, influ-
enced Albert Einstein to formulate the thought experiment known as EPR
(Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen®’):

In the case of Einstein, for instance, it could be that in his reasoning he sup-
posed that Quantum Mechanics was incomplete, driven by the suspicion or
even the belief that this was the case, while hoping to be wrong. This train of
thought might have led him to conceive his thought experiment known as EPR
(Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen), which, in the end, entitled him to accept that
Quantum Mechanics is incomplete, since from the supposition that it is com-
plete he derived a contradiction.?”>

I consider Arcangeli’s account of supposition — and how it is related to ac-
ceptance — to be relevant to our investigation of how imagination is used in

371 Sperber, 1982: 174-175.

372 Arcangeli, 2018: 98-101

373 Arcangeli, 2018: 126.

374 In this thought experiment, Albert Einstein, Boris Podolsky and Nathan Rosen argue that
quantum mechanics is not a complete physical theory (“the EPR paradox”).

375 Arcangeli, 2018: 126.
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science and religion. However, if we refer to imagination as a non-doxastic
attitude (as Schellenberg does), it follows that it should display at least three
characteristic features: (1) incompatibility with both belief and disbelief; (2)
truth normativity (truth that p is an epistemic possibility); and (3) having a
positive valuation of the object of the attitude. In terms of pragmatic ac-
ceptance, we can see that it deviates from feature (2) by not having the aim of
capturing reality. If this, in turn, is the same as not holding the truth of p to be
an epistemic possibility, it follows that pragmatic acceptance and supposition
doesn’t fall into the category of non-doxasticism. Instead, it resembles the po-
sition of fictionalism (which I shall describe more thoroughly in Section
5.2.3).

However, while acknowledging that supposition is an important compo-
nent in imaginative faith, Schellenberg seems to be less willing to reduce it to
an act of acceptance. According to him, one can accept things (for example, a
scientific hypothesis) without having a positive attitude towards the idea that
it is true. Faith, in contrast, entails a positive-attitude, Schellenberg argues.
Nonetheless, while rejecting the view that supposition is “nothing but” a case
of acceptance, Schellenberg argues that imaginative faith does entail volun-
tary assent to the imagined state of affairs. In contrast to doxastic acceptance,
this is a procedure that doesn’t involve an explicit move towards the attitude
of belief. At the same time, it doesn’t entirely fit within the category of prag-
matic acceptance either. The aspect that sets imaginative faith apart, I suggest
therefore, is that it is able to have an evolutionary perspective on the aim of
religious discourse. That is, by distinguishing between the present (when be-
lief is not the proper attitude to take towards ultimate things) and the future
(when true belief in ultimate things is an epistemic possibility), it deviates
from the full-blown truth-independence that pragmatic acceptance (and fic-
tionalism) entails.

5.2.3 Fictionalism

Since the 1980s, fictionalism has also been proposed for a variety of dis-
courses: mathematics, science, religion, moral, possible worlds, and so forth.
While there are various (and sometimes incompatible) characterizations of the
fictionalist position, certain features are more frequently mentioned. To begin
with, fictionalism is typically said to incorporate or be related to some aspect
or feature of fiction or pretense. For this reason, the fictionalist approach to a
discourse is that the claims that are made in that discourse are fictional claims
that, in certain contexts, still can serve a useful function. In some (but not all)
cases, it is also argued that engagement in the discourse involves acts of pre-
tense as “means for conveying, pragmatically, something different from what

140



is (or should be) expressed by assertoric utterances of some of the sentences
of [the discourse].” *"

Another characteristic feature of fictionalism is that it is composed of an
ontological and a linguistic thesis that often — but not always — run together.
That is, as a way to avoid commitment to problematic entities in a discourse
(for example, God or abstract mathematical objects), a fictionalist chooses to
treat them as useful fictional entities. This ontological concern, in turn, moti-
vates a strategy of not believing “what would be expressed of by a face-value
reading of the (positive) sentences of [the discourse],”*’’ while simulating that
one, in fact, does. A fictionalist motivates such a procedure in either of two
ways. On the one hand, s/he may argue that all talk about the entities is false
(since the entities doesn’t exist). In what follows I shall refer to this kind of
fictionalism as Fic.'. On the other hand, s/he can also be agnostic about the
existence of these entities — a type of fictionalism that I shall refer to as Fic.%.

It is important to notice, however, that F ic.? and the position of non-doxas-
ticism (since the latter is typically associated with agnosticism) resemble each
other. In both cases, we have a position of uncertainty and a suspension of
judgment about the truth of p. What distinguishes them, however, is that the
non-doxastic view maintains the epistemic possibility of p, whereas Fic.” re-
mains silent on that matter.

Thus, when the term “fictionalism” is used in this chapter, it refers to a
position that

(1) rejects belief as the appropriate attitude to take towards the sen-
tences of the discourse, because either (a) they are false (Fic.') or
(b) one remains agnostic about their truth (Fic.?); and

(2) incorporates or is related to some aspect or feature of fiction or
pretense;

(3) has a positive evaluation of the discourse, since it offers utilities
of some kind.

One should also distinguish between a hermeneutic and a revolutionary (or
revisionary) kind of fictionalism. Hermeneutic fictionalism is a description of
the current linguistic practice in a discourse. Revolutionary (or revisionary)
fictionalism, by contrast, is a prescription to revise or reform the aims of the
domain of inquiry and its original discourse. Religious fictionalism often be-
longs to this group. That is, whereas the convention is to believe religious
utterances, fictionalists rather “defend the legitimacy of sustained engagement
with the discourse by quasi-asserting without belief.””"

In the sections that follow, I shall give some examples of scientific and
religious fictionalism. While the religious version of this position will be given

376 Armour-Garb and Kroon, 2020: 15.
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most space, it is going to be contrasted with examples from a scientific con-
text. Translated into the terminology that surrounds religion, Fic."is repre-
sented by an atheistic approach, while Fic.* is embodied by a religious agnos-
tic.

First up in my presentation are Andrew Eshleman’s and Robin Poidevin’s
accounts of atheistic religious fictionalism (Fic."). Thereafter I shall turn to
Peter Lipton’s theory of “imaginative immersion,” which involves science as
well as religion. I shall argue that Lipton’s account can be viewed as an ag-
nostic form of fictionalism (Fic.?). As the last component of my examination,
I shall take a look at new forms of religion that incorporate popular fiction into
their beliefs and practices (“fiction-based religion”).

5.2.3.1 Andrew Eshleman and Robin Le Podeivin: Atheistic religious
fictionalism (Fic.”

As a brief introduction to this form of ficionalism, it serves our purpose to
situate the fictionalism in its original mathematical and scientific context. In
the literature, philosopher Hartry Field (1980) is often mentioned as one of the
authors that who set the stage for contemporary fictionalism. In his view, it is
possible to explain successful applications of mathematics with no commit-
ment to mathematical objects. Speaking from an antirealist perspective, he ar-
gues that abstract mathematical objects (such as numbers) don’t actually exist.
Instead, Field refers to them as useful — but untrue — descriptive aids. That is,
while mathematical sentences are truth-apt and should be understood literally
(at face value), they are not truth-normed. As a result, one shouldn’t “believe”
sentences such as “3 is a prime” but, rather, see it as a useful sentence in the
standard story of mathematics. That is, whereas “3 is a prime” and “3 is com-
posite” are strictly untrue, it is only the former that belongs to the agreed upon
mathematical story. In the case of Field, he clearly represents the kind of fic-
tionalism that I refer to as Fic.'

A scientific example of a similar kind of fictionalism is given by Chris Daly
(2020). He asks us to consider a physicist who exploits Newtonian mechanics
when s/he computes satellite paths in NASA’s mission control room. That is,
although this theory gives a false representation of reality, the physicist still
accepts it in limited domains and for certain purposes. However, when attend-
ing scientific conferences or research seminars, s/he make claims that s/he
knows entail the falsehood of Newtonian theory.

Perhaps she publishes in physics journals, teasing out the consequences of gen-
eral relativity. But again she is exploiting rather than believing general relativ-
ity since she entertains serious doubts about it due to its incompatibility with
quantum theory.?”

379 Daly 2020: 69.
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With this as background, let us now turn to the kind of religious fictionalism
that belongs to the category of Fic.'. According to Andrew Eshleman (2005,
2010), an atheist can indeed be fruitfully involved in religious practice. When
doing so, the participation could be described as participation in a religious
game of make-believe. By reinterpreting religious language and belief in an
anti-realist manner, the phrase “believe in” stops assenting to a metaphysical
proposition about a supernatural entity, and signals instead a “commitment to
an ideal and way of life shaped in some important way by religious language
and practice.”*™

To engage in religious discourse and practice as if they were true, according
to Eshleman, is instrumentally useful for two reasons. First of all, it provides
an opportunity to structure one’s life around a conception of the good. Activity
of this kind may also stimulate personal growth and ethical self-transfor-
mation. As Eshleman sees it, it is not an act of self-deception to be transformed
or emotionally moved by scenarios that one knows to be fictional. The only
thing that is required of the fictionalist, he argues, is that s/he imagines what
it would be like were the fiction true, and then acts in accordance to that im-
aginative construction. However, since there are a wide variety of available
fictions that could foster personal growth, it is not a given that an atheist would
necessarily choose a religious one. Eshleman responds to this objection by
stating that religion is a special kind of symbolic fiction that is seldom found
in non-religious environments.

Similar to Eshleman, Robin Le Poidevin (2003, 2016) parallels engage-
ment in religious ritual with engagement in games of make-believe. Le
Poidevin’s motivation to adopt fictionalism lies primarily in “the need to avoid
inconsistencies in theistic discourse as conceived by the realist.”*®' When it
comes to external inconsistencies (for example, the problem of evil), he
acknowledges, nonetheless, that not even fictionalism is immune to that kind
of inconsistency. That is, even though theistic discourse is understood as a
game of make-believe, it cannot exist in total isolation from the surrounding
world. A more accurate description, according to Le Poidevin, is that religious
fictionalism is informed by how things are in the real world and, for this rea-
son, incorporates some real features into its own religious fiction.’™

What is required by the fictionalist when s/he engages with religions, how-
ever, is that s/he is able to suppress his/her own awareness of their “as if”
character. Such cognitive dissonance become particularly obvious when a fic-
tionalist wrestles with doubt in private prayer, Le Poidevin argues. He also
points out that it is important that the subject chooses a fiction that is clearly
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defined and that enables him/her to engage on a deeper level (rather than jump-
ing superficially from one fiction to another).

Whereas theistic statements can provide reasons for a realist to act in a cer-
tain way, Le Poidevin argues that fictional truths don’t shape behavior in a
similar way.*®* One reason why this is the case, according to him, is that a
fictionalist and a realist ascribe meaning to their utterances. If, for example,
the word “Fire!” is uttered in a burning building, it has a different meaning
than if it is uttered by an actor on stage.”*** Le Poidevin points out that the
general rule, nonetheless, is that the fictional meaning is parasitic of the mean-
ing ascribed to in the realist context.

5.2.3.2 Peter Lipton’s “immersion solution”: Agnostic fictionalism
(Fic.?)

As a brief introduction to philosopher of science Peter Lipton’s account, it
serves our purpose to become acquainted with Bas van Frassen’s (1980) for-
mulation of constructive empiricism. As we shall soon see, Lipton is, in many
ways, influenced by this framework. According to van Frassen, acceptance of
a scientific theory should be based on a restricted (partial) belief that it is em-
pirically adequate in regard to the observable parts of the world. However, in
relation to the unobservable aspects of reality, one should remain agnostic.
Acceptance of a theory also entails, as van Frassen sees it, taking on a certain
practical commitment. — that is, to immerse oneself in the world of that theory,
and to use it for one’s predictions, explanations, and other forms of theorizing.

With this as background, let us now turn to Peter Lipton’s (2009) account.
He formulates a strategy (“the immersion solution”) that, according to him,
can be employed in both science and religion. The aim of this approach is to
restore the consistency and tension within belief systems, Lipton explains.
What he opts for is an adjustment of the epistemic attitude that one directs
towards the belief system in question, but leaving its literal content untouched.

When applying the view of constructive empiricism to religion, Lipton spe-
cifically explores the ideas of literal interpretation, immersion, and ac-
ceptance.

Immersion in a religion, he argues, entails a procedure in which one imag-
inatively enters into the world of the theory and is committed to deploy it as a
whole (that is, he favors a literal interpretation of the content). Lipton notices
at the same time that this stands in sharp contrast to van Frassen’s conception
of acceptance, in which the governing idea is instead that of partial belief (and
remaining agnostic about the rest). In relation to religion, Lipton refers to this

383 e Poidevin, 2016: 183-187.

384 Le poidevin, 2016: 187-188. However, in cases when fiction does in fact influence a sub-
ject’s behavior, it does so on a more immediate level, Le Poidevin argues (for example, when
s/he is emotionally involved with fictional characters). In such situations, therefore, according
to Le Poidevin, it is the result of causal influence rather than of reason-giving.
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position as “committed agnosticism,” since it entails belief in some but not all
of the religious claims. At the same time, he points out that it is not self-evi-
dent how observable and unobservable states of affairs should be understood
in a religious context. If van Frassen’s policy were to be deployed unreserv-
edly in religious discourse, this would, for example, require belief in observ-
able phenomena (such as miracles) that might contradict scientific claims
about the world.

For this reason, Lipton argues for a more flexible norm for acceptance. On
this account, the warrant for religious claims should not be limited to neither
empirical adequacy (in regard to observable aspects of the world) nor an un-
reserved literal understanding of the religious text itself. According to him,
the warrant for religious beliefs instead comes from various places — from re-
ligious texts as well as from scientific claims and moral considerations. At the
same time, his account is consistent with the policy of partial belief that con-
structive empiricism advocates (although he operationalizes this rule differ-
ently).

One important aspect of Lipton’s notion of acceptance, however, is that it
entails much more than partial belief. As he sees it, it also involves a commit-
ment to use the resources of a religious discourse as a tool for thinking of one’s
life. This should, for this reason, be understood as a two-level strategy: on the
one hand, (a) to preserve the literal meaning of the authoritative texts of the
religious discourse that one is immersed in; and on the other, (b) to engage in
an active wrestling with the tradition in which one is immersed:

On this view, acceptance and immersion are not passive activities, nor are they
matters of all or nothing. In my view one sometimes has to struggle with one’s
religious text, not just in order to understand it but in order to come to terms
with its moral content. In some cases we may find this content morally unac-
ceptable. As a progressive Jew this will sometimes lead me to reject clear moral
content present in my religious text, but here too I would continue to preserve
its literal meaning. Nor is rejection to be taken lightly if we are to preserve the
constructive attitude of immersion in the text, but in my view the difficult ma-
terial is there to be struggled with, not to be bowdlerized or ignored.3%

As noted by Lipton himself, this is not an attitude that is to be equated with an
orthodox case of agnosticism. What he argues for, rather, is the position of
“committed agnosticism,” and a notion of acceptance that entails pragmatic as
well as doxastic features (see Margeritha Arcangeli’s distinction in Section
5.2.2.2.). That is, in relation to the concept of immersion, Lipton promotes a
form of pragmatic acceptance that is truth-independent and is tied to a partic-

386 Lipton, 2009: 17.
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ular context. He refers to this procedure as entailing the attitude of imagina-
tion: “to imaginatively enter into” the religious discourse and to act as if it is
true.”’

At the same time, because of the “active wrestling” that Lipton advocates,
it seems as if there are certain limits to his acceptance of the literal content of
a religious text. That is, even if the governing norm isn’t limited to “empirical
adequacy,” he posits certain constraints on such a literal reading. For this rea-
son, a possible interpretation of his approach is that it also refers to doxastic
acceptance. Acceptance of this kind has a certain sense of truth-normativity
(although not in the same full-blown way that the attitude of full belief has).
This observation, in turn, gives us reason to take into account that Lipton may
consider the truth of p (in this case, the religious claims) to be epistemically
possible. In this regard, it seems as if his account leans toward the position of
non-doxasticism. Even so, I argue that “the immersion solution”— taken as a
whole — is a case of agnostic fictionalism (Fic.?). The motivation behind this
categorization stems from Lipton’s strong emphasis on immersion: to enter
imaginatively into the world of the religious tradition and deploy it as a whole.
While this is the over-arching attitude that Lipton advocates, partial belief al-
lows him to escape those claims that he finds inconsistent with a contemporary
scientific worldview.

To some extent, this resembles a situation in which a reader of a literary
fiction is indulgent towards a fictive scenario that unsuccessfully represents a
real world phenomena — for example, claiming that the planet Earth is shaped
as a triangle. However, while such misrepresentations may cause the reader to
be thrown out of his/her immersed state, it could also be the case that s/he
finds his/her way back into the story world, I argue. Plausibly, Lipton consid-
ers immersion to involve a similar kind of dynamic.

5.2.4 Fiction-based religion: An ambiguous case

“Fiction-based religions™® is a label that typically used to refer to new reli-

gions that incorporate popular fiction into their beliefs and practices. Such fic-
tional texts serve, in turn, as the main authoritative sources of this particular
kind of engagement. In the contemporary discussion, this phenomenon is also

387 This aspect is consistent with Gideon Rosen’s (1994) interpretation of Bas van Frassen’s

constructive empiricism. Acceptance (in van Frassen’s sense) involves, according to Rosen, a
speech act of pretend-asserting (“quasi-asserting”) that something is the case. To accept a the-
ory means, in this case, to be immersed in its world “first by pretending to believe it and then
by pretending to express this belief directly by declarative utterance ex cathedra” (Rosen
1994:151).

389 Davidsen, 2012, 2013, 2016a,b,c.
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referred to as invented® or hyperreal®’, and includes, for example, Matrix-

ism**?, Jeediism®”, the Church of All Worlds**, and Tolkien spirituality.>

In the sections that follow, fiction-based religion will be presented as a phe-
nomenon whose categorization is more complicated than it first may seem.
That is, even if it consists of religious engagement in fictional narratives, it
doesn’t necessarily involves the attitude of fictionalism

As a first step I shall give a brief introduction to the fiction-based religion
of Jediism (Section 5.2.4.1). Next I shall present Markus Altena Davidsen’s
analysis of how fiction and reality are combined in this belief system (Section
5.2.4.2). Thereafter I shall investigate whether fiction-based religion of this
kind is consistent with the position of doxasticism, non-doxasticism, or fic-
tionalism (Section 5.2.4.3). This discussion, in turn, will serve as background
to my own formulation of the position that I refer to as “interactivism.”

5.2.4.1 Jediism: Background

Jediism is a twentieth-century phenomenon that is inspired by certain elements
of George Lucas’ epic film Star Wars. * Whereas some refers to it as a reli-
gion™’, other rather sees it a philosophy. What followers of Jediism have in
common, however, is that they try to live according to the fictional reli-
gion/philosophy of the Jedi warriors-monks. A central theme of this frame-
work is the opposition between the Light Side and the Dark Side of “The
Force.” The latter is described as an energy field (or a telekinetic power) that
binds the galaxy —and all living beings — together. Around this core, followers
of Jediism have developed a philosophy and/or theology that blends Star Wars
material with beliefs and practices from, for example, Christianity, Buddhism,
and Taoism.

390 Cusack, 2010.

391 Possamai, 2005.

392 Morehead, 2012.

393 Possamai, 2005; Davidsen 2016c.

394 Cusack, 2010.

395 Davidsen, 2012.

3% For a general overview of Jediism, see Chryssides 2011; Davidsen, 2016¢; McCormick,
2012.

397 In relation to the official government census (a decennial survey that many countries use to
count the membership of religious organizations), it has been a matter of dispute whether “Jedi-
ism” should count as a religious affiliation. In 2001 more than 500,000 individuals in Great
Britain, Australia, New Zealand and Canada claimed to belong to the Jedi religion. It’s plausible
that many of those who referred to themselves as Jediists used the campaign as a way to protest
against the connection between religious denominations and the state (Possamai, 2005: 71-73).
At the same time, as argued for example by Bainbridge (2017), “within these larger number(s]
there were smaller groups that seriously proclaimed themselves adherents to the new Jedi reli-
gion” (Bainbridge, 2017:121). In 2009, the Washington Post reported that Jedi was the tenth
most common religious self-identification on Facebook globally (William Wan’s article “Soul-
searching on Internet.” 30 Aug 2009).
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Instead of being a distinct community, Jediism is an umbrella term for a
variety of groups or loose associations of like-minded individuals on the In-
ternet.’”® Whereas some identify themselves as “churches,” others see the Jedi
path as an active life of philosophy.>” A common feature of all of these
groups, however, is that they encourage their participants to live spiritual and
ethical lives according to the Jedi Code. In addition, the practice of Jediism
generally involves meditation as a way to come into contact with and/or to
learn more about “The Force.”

Another characteristic trait of religious Jediism is that its adherents don’t
see a conflict in practising Jedi beliefs in parallel with traditional religion. In-
stead, it is the case that they consider “The Force” to be present in many of
the established faiths of the world: “Some refer to it as their deity, some refer
to it as a life force, but the one thing nearly all religions agree with, is that
there exists a single unifying force.”** For this reason, it has been argued that
Jediism is more of a mythological phenomenon than a clear-cut religion. This
is consistent in many ways with how director George Lucas describes his own
intention with Star Wars:

I’m telling an old myth in a new way. Each society takes that myth and retells
it in a different way, which relates to the particular environment they live in.
The motif is the same. 4!

5.2.4.2 Reality and fiction in Jediism

A conventional religious narrative, according to Markus Altena Davidsen
(2013, 2016a,b), is a narrative whose author has an ambition to tell about “su-
perhuman beings who really exist in the actual world and who intervene in
this world for the benefit (or detriment) of humans.””*** In the case of a super-
natural fiction, by contrast, the author tells of supernatural agents and pro-
cesses that belong to a made-up fictional world. However, despite the
acknowledged fictional nature of these kinds of story, some individuals and
groups still see them as authoritative for religious belief. This is, for example,
the case with the fiction-based religion of Jediism, Davidsen argues.
According to him, religious Jediism should be distinguished from Star
Wars fandom, where individuals “engage with the authoritative text solely in
the mode of play.”** He points out that fiction-based religious activity — even
if it may look like play from the perspective of an outsider — is governed by a

398 Jedi Church, The Temple of the Jedi Order, The Church of Jediism, among others.

39 This is, for example, the appraoch that the Institute for Jedi Realist Studies promotes:
https://instituteforjedirealiststudies.org.

400 From the Jedi doctrine of Jedi Church: https://www jedichurch.org/jedi-doctrine.html.

401 George Lucas in Moyers, 1999.

402 Davidsen, 2016b: 491-492.

403 Davidsen, 2013: 390.
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“reality contract.” This commitment can, however, be implemented in a vari-
ety of ways. In the case of Jediism, followers typically admit that Star Wars is
fiction, even though they still use it as an authoritative source for religiosity.
Thus a characteristic feature of how Jediists relate to this narrative, according
to Davidsen, is that they read it in a “cosmological mode.” That is, while see-
ing it as a made-up religious fiction, they do believe that some of the super-
natural powers of the story-world (for example, “The Force”) exist in the ac-
tual world.

Most Jediists will admit that Star Wars is fiction, but they nevertheless use it
as their main authoritative text when they speak about the cosmic power as ‘the
Force’, quote Master Yoda’s teachings and identify as Jedi Knights.4%

In order to explain this complex dynamic, Davidsen (2016a) distinguishes be-
tween a variety of textual “veracity mechanisms” that supernatural fictions use
to construct “an aura of factuality” around the supernatural agents. He distin-
guishes, in particular, between the categories of “evidence mechanisms” and
“anchor mechanisms.” The function of evidence mechanisms is to assert the
reality of the supernatural agents within the story-world, Davidsen explains.
That is, to demonstrate that “the textual world” (produced by the author) ac-
curately depicts the “textual reference world” (the story world) that the authors
refers to. One way to do this is, for example, to use a so called “matter-of fact
effect,” Davidsen explains. If the author makes use of this strategy s/he pre-
sents the supernatural agents as “straightforwardly real within the story-
world.”*%

The function of anchor mechanisms, in turn, is to undermine the fictional
status of a narrative by implying that it ultimately refers to the actual world
rather than a fictional world. This can be achieved, Davidsen argues, by cre-
ating a conflation between author and narrator, for example — that is, to use a
narratological strategy by which one is able to convince the reader that the
author and the first-person narrator of a story are one and the same.*"°

In the case of the authoritative narrative of Jediism, Davidsen sees it as
primarily deploying evidence mechanisms. At the same time, he recognizes a
lack of anchor mechanisms, given that most Jediists admit that Star Wars is a
fiction and don’t believe in its historicity. Nonetheless, an additional aspect to

404 Davidsen 2013: 387.

405 “Think, for example, of Yahweh in the Bible, the Elves in The Lord of the Rings, and The
Force in Star Wars. All these agents are extraordinary within their respective story-worlds, but
they are clearly real: they act within the narrative, are addressed by other characters, and — with
the exception of The Force — themselves address other characters directly” (Davidsen
2016a:530-531).

406 One example of this is the narrator in The Lord of the Rings who is said to be “very much
like the author” (while they are never explicitly identified with each other). As a result, the
reader gets the impression that the narrated events are facts disguised as fiction (Davidsen,
2016a: 535).
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take into account, I argue, is that many Jediist (despite the fictional nature of
their founding narrative) still believe that some of the supernatural beings/
powers in the narrative (for example, “The Force™) are real. While this may
seem like a contradictory approach, it becomes less so if we consider that it’s
common among followers of Jediism to see the story world of Star Wars in a
mythological mode — that is, as a myth that incorporates essential aspects of a
true spiritual core that is shared by many religious and spiritual traditions.
Such an attitude is reflected, for example, in the doctrines published by the
website-based The Temple of the Jedi Order:

The Jedi religion is an inspiration and a way of life for many people throughout
the world who take on the mantle of Jedi. Jedi apply the principles, ideals,
philosophies and teachings of Jediism in a practical manner within their lives.
Real Jedi do not worship George Lucas or Star Wars or anything of the sort.
Jediism is not based in fiction, but we accept myth as a sometimes more prac-
tical means of conveying philosophies applicable to real life.*"?

However, a contrasting perspective on Jediism is given by sociologist of reli-
gion Adam Possamai (2012). He refers to Jediism as a hyper-real expression
of religion that incorporates popular culture to enrich existing spiritualties.
According to Possamai, such phenomena have no foundation in any reality
except their own. The source behind the term ‘“hyper-religion” is Jean
Baudrillard’s concept of hyper-reality. In Baudrillard’s philosophy, this term
is used to describe a condition in postmodern society in which reality and fic-
tion are blended to the extent that it is difficult (even impossible) to distinguish
the real from the unreal. What we have instead is a social world constructed
out of models (or “simulacra”) that have no foundation in reality but become
truth in their own right. When Possamai refers to Jediism as a hyper-real reli-
gion, he therefore means “a simulacrum of a religion, created out of, or in
symbiosis with, popular culture, which provides inspiration for believers/con-

As we can see, Possamai approaches Jediism in a somewhat different way
than Davidsen does. Davidsen is more concerned with the narratological as-
pects that enable fiction-based religion, rather than judging them as entirely
lacking any relation to the actual world.

5.2.5 Jediism in the light of doxasticism, non-doxasticism and
fictionalism

In the previous sections, | have presented three positions on religious and sci-
entific claims: doxasticism, non-doxasticism, and fictionalism. In the case of

407 The Temple of the Jedi Order. Doctrine of the order: https://www. templeofthejediorder.org

[Accessed: 25.02.21]
408 Possamai, 2012: 20.
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the doxastic position, I argued that it was the recieved view of religious dis-
course, but less so in relation to a scientific discourse (where beliefs are used
“with a certain vagueness™*"’). In both non-doxasticism and fictionalism it is
argued, in turn, that a weaker cognitive attitude can play the cognitive role that
is typically assigned to belief.

In what follows, I shall reflect on some of the features of the accounts of
non-doxaticism and fictionalism that have been presented in this chapter.
These reflections will, in turn, serve as background to my discussion about
whether Jediism is to be categorized as a case of doxcasticism, non-doxasti-
cism, or fictionalism. (It should be noted, therefore, that the focus of this sec-
tion — while making some comparisons with scientific discourse — pays more
attention to the area of religion.) The conclusions drawn from this section will
then serve as a bridge to my own formulation of the position of interactivism.

5.2.5.1 Non-doxasticism and supposition

In relation to J.L. Schellenberg’s account of “imaginative faith”, I focused
primarily on suppositions as well as on doxastic and pragmatic acceptance.
With regard to imaginative supposition, Schellenberg argues that voluntary
assent to imagined states of affairs doesn’t involve a judgment of their truth
condition. Instead, it is a strategy of merely entertaining the mental state as an
inspirational possibility. However, because of his evolutionary perspective on
religion, Schellenberg is able to distinguish between the present state (in
which belief is not the proper attitude to take towards ultimate things) and a
future state (in which true belief about ultimate things is indeed an epistemic
possibility).

As a way to compare Schellenberg’s “imaginative faith” with a scientific
context, | gave special attention to the epistemic attitude of supposition. I spec-
ulated that this kind of imagination, given its minimalistic and less embel-
lished form, is epistemically more acceptable in a scientific environment than
are many other types of imagination. This hypothetical mental state — as
pointed out by Arcangeli (2018) — is often the starting point for scientists to
look for evidence to ground it. When Schellenberg refers to evolutionary reli-
gion as a “journey of inquiry,”*'" this resembles a scientific approach to an
unknown (for the time being — or, at least, an insufficiently known) “object”
of investigation.

At the same time, and contrary to the explicit criteria that govern the scien-
tific procedure, it is less evident how to judge whether a (future) religious
claim is “mature enough” to give rise to doxastic acceptance or even belief.
That is, whereas supposition enables the entertainment of scientific and reli-
gious “possibilities,” they have different ways to justify which supposition
qualifies to become doxastically accepted or believed. Furthermore, it could

409 Sperber, 1982:174-175.
410 Schellenberg, 2013a:79.
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be argued that this approach deviates more substantially from how most par-
ticipants in a religious — rather than a scientific — community would describe
their own attitude towards it. That is, whereas doxasticism is considered to be
the received view of religion, it is part of common scientific practice instead
to entertain (rather than believe) certain theoretical claims in order to examine
their accuracy critically.

An additional aspect to take into account concerns the extent to which im-
aginative faith is able to fulfill the functions that religion is often said to have.
One typical example is the consolidating role that religion is alleged to have
when individuals are struck by sorrow or tragedy. In all fairness, it should be
noticed that — by suggesting a skeptical approach towards religion — Schellen-
berg is sensitive to the fact that such situations often include a dynamic move-
ment between faith and doubt. At the same time, I argue, it is less likely that
imaginative faith is able to function as a “firm rock” that offers sufficient guid-
ance in such challenging times. More precisely, an existential wrestling of this
kind typically requires something more than suppositions and hypothetical
reasoning about possible states of affairs. Whereas entertaining possibilities
indeed is an essential part of this procedure, it is not to be equated with the
procedure as a whole, I argue.

5.2.5.2 Fictionalism and pretense

The above remarks can also be directed, in turn, to religious fictionalism. That
is, to what extent can immersion into a religious game of make-believe fulfill
the existential needs of its participants?

To begin with, it is necessary to differentiate between existential truth (T-
Ex) and existential meaning making (Ex-M). In the case of the religious fic-
tionalist, s/he either rejects (Fic.') or remains agnostic (Fic.?) about the truth
claims of a particular discourse. At the same time, this does not mean the same
as saying that a fictionalist approach cannot contribute to existential meaning-
making.

As we can tell from Eshleman’s/Le Poidevin’s and Lipton’s cases of fic-
tionalism, this is an approach that can serve separate functions and be moti-
vated in different ways. What their approaches have in common, however, is
that fictionalism is put forward as a strategy for both (a) avoiding inconsisten-
cies and tensions in a belief system and (b) getting access to the utilities of a
religious tradition while not believing in its claims. In this regard, their ap-
proach resembles Hartry Field’s mathematical fictionalism (a strategy to avoid
commitment to mathematical objects) as well as that of the physicist who con-
siders Newtonian mechanics to be false while still exploiting them when s/he
computes satellite paths. In the case of religious fictionalism, one utility of
engaging in a certain tradition, for example, is to have a guiding framework
(an authoritative story) that fosters personal and moral growth. Another bene-
fit of this kind of engagement is that the fictionalist is given access to a set of
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rituals by which s/he can anchor him/herself in — as well as experience that
s’he transcends — the actual world.

In the given examples, we saw that immersion of this kind can require ei-
ther a consistent literal interpretation of the religious claims (Eshleman/ Le
Poidevin) or a dynamic struggle between literal interpretation and partial be-
lief (Lipton). In the former case, Le Poidevin acknowledges, nonetheless, that
the fictionalist must be able to suppress his/her own awareness that s/he only
engages in a religion “as if” it were true. This becomes particularly difficult
when, for instance, s/he wrestles with doubt in private prayer. Furthermore,
Le Poidevin points out that fictionalist games of make-believe cannot exist in
total isolation from the more obvious facts of existence — such as the presence
of suffering. That is, if real suffering were excluded from the religious fiction,
this would severely weaken its authority to speak to the real tribulations that
individuals face. Another challenge to this kind of approach is related to how
a fictionalist motivates why (as a result of his/her religious engagement) s/he
should to act in a particular way or make certain moral decisions. For example,
to what extent can a discourse that lacks truth-normativity motivate an indi-
vidual to take part in activities that require personal sacrifices, or make moral
decisions with which, deep down, s/he doesn’t agree?

Given the above remarks, I argue that there are certain limitations to the
existential guidance that a wholesale deployment of religious fictionalism can
offer. At the same time, this doesn’t exclude the possibility that fictionalism
may be one of a number of stances that a subject takes towards different parts
of the same religion. As noted by Carl Johan Palmqvist (2019), for example

A Christian who believes in the existence of God might still lack outright belief
that Jesus is God incarnate, only seeing it as an epistemic possibility and there-
fore taking a non-doxastic attitude towards the divinity of Christ. Presumably,
she might also view the more mythological parts of her tradition, like the ex-
istence of angels or hell, as useful fictions.*!!

In addition, it is possible that, during the course of his/her life, a subject
switches between different attitudes towards religious discourse. For example,
it could be the case that the “as if” behavior of a fictionalist serves as a step-
ping stone to doxasticism. A similar scenario is depicted in Pascal’s wager. In
this famous theological argument, Blaise Pascal presents the religious agnos-
tic with a decision matrix that displays the possible utilities that come from
either wagering for God or refraining from doing so. According to Pascal, wa-
gering for God is the alternative that — whether or not God exists — is associ-
ated with most utility values. Therefore, in situations where an agnostic has
difficulty in believing in God’s existence, it is better that s/he act as if s/he, in
fact, did:

411 Palmqvist, 2019: 63.
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You would like to attain faith, and do not know the way; you would like to
cure yourself of unbelief, and ask the remedy for it. Learn of those who have
been bound like you, and who now stake all their possessions. These are people
who know the way which you would follow, and who are cured of an ill of
which you would be cured. Follow the way by which they began; by acting as
if they believed, taking the holy water, having masses said, etc.*!?

Stuart Brock (2020) recognizes that this sequence can be interpreted as a flir-
tation with religious fictionalism. This, however, is a conclusion that Brock
rejects (as do I). As he sees it, it is instead the case that Pascal advocates en-
gagement in pretense as a way to inculcate genuine religious beliefs:

...the infinite benefits associated with such beliefs arise only if the beliefs are
true. For Pascal, the mere acceptance of religious claims is at best instrumen-
tally valuable. Acceptance might be one way to achieve belief in the long run.
But if we can find alternative ways to believe, so much the better. When ac-
cepting religious claims is what is required to get us over the line, that’s okay
according to Pascal, but once we become believers, we can abandon our fic-
tionalism altogether.*'3

5.2.5.3 Jediism and the interaction between belief and imagination
The thing that sets Jediism apart from many other religious communities is
that it so explicitly acknowledges that it is founded on a pure fiction. This
protocol, in turn, is enabled — according to Davidsen — by the lack of anchor
mechanisms in the story world of Star Wars (by which the fictional narrative
is anchored in the actual world). This aspect is contrasted, nonetheless, by the
fact that Jediists are said actually to believe that some supernatural be-
ings/powers of Star Wars — “The Force” in particular — are real.

One way to interpret this phenomenon, consequently, is to argue that the
followers of Jediism takes part in a fictionalist game of make-believe. That is,
even though they refer to “The Force” as a real and operational power, this
actually means that, in the story of Star Wars, it is true that there is such a
power. One challenge that this position entails, accordingly, is that the partic-
ipant has to be able to suppress his/her own awareness the pretense character
of his/her worldview. Furthermore, and depending on how individual Jediists
understand the phenomenology of “The Force,” there may (but don’t have to)
be some difficulties connected to the kind of meditation exercises that the
community encourages.

As a way to distinguish between these different conceptualizations of “The
Force,” I shall now sketch three scenarios. In each of them, we find different

412 Pascal, 1670/1910. As cited in Hajek, 2018.
413 Brock 2020: 218.
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suggestions of how a subject may come to terms with the dual character (real
vs fictional) of “The Force™:

SCENARIO A: “THE FORCE” AS AN IMAGINED POSSIBILITY

If talk about “The Force” is considered to be hypothetical — for example, a
metaphysical entity/power that may exist in a possible world — this isn’t nec-
essarily in conflict with the fictional nature of the narrative. In a way, this
resembles the kind of religious approach that J.L. Schellenberg advocates in
the light of human beings’ present state of religious immaturity — that is, im-
aginatively to entertain the possibility of ultimate things, and to let it inspire
one’s daily life. If we relate such an approach to the chapter on religious im-
agination (Chapter four), we may say that, in this case, the Jediist visualizes a
possible state of affairs. (This approach can, in turn, easily be combined with
the ethical ideal that is encouraged by all forms of Jediism.) Consequently,
since visualization of this kind entails seeing the imagined state of affairs as
possible but not yet realized, I argue that this is not a pure case of fictionalism.

SCENARIO B: “THE FORCE” AS AN INNER SELF

Another way to conceptualize “The Force”, in contrast, is to say that it pri-
marily refers to the participant’s inner self (an inner force) rather than to an
external power. Such an understanding is consistent with the narrative’s own
characterization of it: an energy field that binds the galaxy — and all living
entities — together. That is, from such a perspective, there is no external super-
natural entity with which the individual Jediist tries to come into contact. In
meditation s/he rather explores his/her own inner self and how it is intercon-
nected (via “The Force”) with the rest of the galaxy. For this reason, the Jediist
doesn’t have to deal with the same kind of difficulties that a Christian fiction-
alist faces when s/he wrestles with doubt in private prayer. However, what a
Jediist still has to come to terms with is the fictional nature of the founding
narrative itself. One common strategy, therefore, is to refer to it as a mytho-
logical narrative that hides a core of eternal truth beneath its fictional garment.
Accordingly, this can be seen as a doxastic strategy. This position, in turn,
shares some features with a third scenario:

SCENARIO C: “THE FORCE” AS A PARALLEL PHENOMENON

As was noted in Section 5.2.4.1, many Jediists don’t see a conflict in prac-
tising Jediism in parallel with traditional religion. Instead, they consider “The
Force” to be present in many of the established faiths of the world. For this
reason, a Christian Jediist may compare “The Force” with the Holy Spirit,
while a Buddhist Jediist can argue that it is connected to interdependent co-
arising and the interconnectedness of all life forms (and so forth). According
to one version of this approach, “The Force” is a power that is present in all
religions (although being conceptualized differently). An alternative approach
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is to argue that “The Force” is exclusively related to phenomena in one par-
ticular religion. In either case, the fictional surface of “The Force” is not to be
equated with its underlying true core. Accordingly, this is a similar strategy as
referring to Star Wars as a mythological narrative that — beneath its fictional
form — hides an essence of eternal truth. For this reason, the third scenario is
to be seen as a doxastic strategy.

When reviewing these scenarios, we see that they deviate from how Adam
Possamai (2012) describes the phenomenon of “hyper-religion.” According to
Possamai, such religions have no foundation in any reality except their own.
This kind of approach is similar, in many ways, to the position of fictionalism,
according to which truth is a quality that is created within a system (“truth
within a story”). However, if we return to scenarios A to C, we can see that
Possamai’s conceptualization doesn’t accurately describe how (according to
my characterization) a Jediist relates to the concept of truth. In all of the pre-
sented scenarios, the participant refers to “truth” in a general (objective) sense:
either as an epistemic possibility (scenario A) or as an underlying true core
beneath the fictional story world (scenarios B and C). Furthermore, we can
notice a doxastic tendency in all three scenarios (but most clearly in scenarios
B and C). In scenario A, the dynamic is similar to that of Schellenberg’s im-
aginative faith: pragmatic acceptance/supposition that points towards (a fu-
ture) doxastic acceptance or belief. In scenarios B and C, in contrast, the par-
ticipants do believe in (or doxastically accept) the underlying true core of “The
Force.”

At the same time, it’s necessary to take into account that Jediism — like
religions of all kinds — inevitably serves as a vehicle for existential meaning-
making. That is, independent of whether a subject approaches religion in a
truth-normed way or not, it can contribute to an individual’s existential mean-
ing-making. Furthermore, as was noticed in Section 5.2.5.2, it can also be the
case that a subject takes separate stances towards different parts of the same
religion, or — during the course of his/her life — switches his/her attitudes to
the religious discourse.

As we can tell from the above discussion, Jediism is a religious phenome-
non that isn’t as easy to categorize as may first appear. Even if Jediists them-
selves acknowledge that Star Wars is a purely fictional narrative, their attitude
to certain of its supernatural entities/powers is that of belief, doxastic ac-
ceptance or, at least (as in scenario A), a recognition that they are epistemi-
cally possible. For this reason, I argue that religious Jediism doesn’t qualify
as a case of fictionalism (since this position lacks truth-normativity). In addi-
tion, I suggest that Jediism is a good example of a situation in which the inter-
action between the attitudes of belief and imagination influence how individ-
uals orientate themselves in the world. That is, it is not so much a matter of
either-or (where one attitude alone governs human behavior) as a constant in-
terplay and negotiation between different mental states.
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As I see it, this is not a dynamic that is limited to fiction-based religion but
is, on the contrary, an essential characteristic of human cognition overall. As
mentioned in the section on doxasticism, scientists use the term “belief” “with
a certain vagueness,”*'* and often consider acceptance (in relation to a partic-
ular context of reasoning) as a more appropriate scientific attitude. However,
as emphasized by Margeritha Arcangeli (2018), acceptance can be of either a
pragmatic or a doxastic kind. In the latter case, we have an attitude that is
truth-normed while not qualifying (because of insufficient or contradictive ev-
idence) as full belief. I argue that such a position belongs to the same family
as belief, even if it isn’t founded on the same level of certainty. For this reason,
it is justifiable, as I see it, to say that scientific practice also entails an interac-
tion between imagination and belief. At the same time, it’s necessary to notice
that both science and religion involve activities in which it’s more accurate to
say that they make use of pragmatic acceptance. As examples, we can think
of the physicist who pragmatically accepts Newton’s mechanics because it
helps him/her to compute satellite paths, or a Christian who pragmatically ac-
cepts parts of the content of his/her tradition (for example, the existence of
angels or hell) even though, deep down, s/he does not believe it.

With this as background, I shall now formulate a position that I refer to as
“interactivism”.

5.3 Interactivism

Interactivism is a position that emphasizes that human cognition is governed
by a constant interaction and negotiation between different mental states. In
contemporary philosophy of mind and cognitive science, this is not a revolu-
tionary claim. In these disciplines, there’s an overwhelming consensus that
human cognition is constituted by a constant interplay between different men-
tal conditions, and that some of them, in fact, are a combination of different
mental states and propositional attitudes. Interestingly enough, such a view is
not sufficiently reflected in the discussion about non-doxastic attitudes that
has engaged philosophers of religion in recent years. In this discourse, it is
often the case that one particular propositional attitude is said to govern a sub-
ject’s approach toward religion.

In the previous sections of this chapter, I gave an overview of some of the
common positions: doxasticism (governed by belief), Schellenberg’s version
of non-doxasticism (governed by imagination), and fictionalism (governed by
imagination). The overarching aim of these sections — and, in particular, my
examination of Jediism — was, nonetheless, to show that it’s far too reduction-
stic to say that a subject’s engagement in religion is governed by one mental
state alone. Something similar can also be said about science, I argue. That is,

414 Sperber, 1982:174-175.
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even though scientists are reluctant to speak about beliefs, their practices —
similar to religious practices — involve a dynamic between a transcendent and
an instructive use of imagination (see Section 3.6.3.1).4"* Whereas the trans-
cendent use enables us to escape the actual world, the instructive use allows
us to learn about the world as it is. In this procedure, there’s a complex move-
ment between mental states that are truth-normed and mental states that are
not.

In the sections that follow I shall examine this dynamic in the context of
science as well as religion. By advocating the position of interactivism, my
intention is to emphasize that propositional imaginings (which are the kind of
imagination on which this chapter has focused) often cooperate with other
forms of imagination (for example, sensory and experiential imaginings) and
mental states (for example, belief and perception). For this reason, the inter-
active view includes a distinction between two forms of interaction: on the
one hand, between imagination and belief and, on the other hand, between
imagination and perception.

However, since the former interplay has already been given much attention
in this chapter, hereafter I shall primarily focus on the interface between im-
aginings and perecpts. This emphasis reflects, in turn, the conceptual meta-
phor “knowing is seeing” that has been influential in my previous presentation
of scientific and religious imagination. There it was acknowledged that the
term “seeing” has a literal as well as a metaphorical meaning. When we talk
about the literal sense of “seeing”, we generally refer to one of three forms:
(a) pure perception, (b) perception informed by imagination (for example, as-
pect perception), or (¢) mental imagery of either a quasi-perceptual or a con-
ceptual kind. Thus, whereas (a) relates to a perceptual kind of seeing, (b) and
(c) are examples of imaginative forms of seeing. Nonetheless, when “seeing”
is used metaphorically, it refers rather to intelligibility.

5.3.1 The interaction between imagination and perception

In Section 2.2.2, it was pointed out that perceptual experience often compre-
hends more than what we actually perceive. On an individual level, for exam-
ple, this can take place when a subject — through imagination — attributes prop-
erties to objects that s/he sees *' or that s/he uses mental imagery in the per-
ception of occluded (hidden) parts of perceived objects.*'” In the latter case,
there are different ways to explain such cases of non-stimulus- driven percep-
tion. The view advocated by this dissertation, however, is that it is the result
of a cooperation between perception and mental imagery. That is, the reason

415 This distinction comes from Kind and Kung 2016: 1.

416 For example, standing in a furniture store, looking at a sofa, and imagining how it would
look in your living room.

417 For example, to have mental imagery of the cat’s tail while it is occluded by a fence.
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why we are able to “perceive” the hidden parts of a cat behind a fence, is a
mixture of stimulus-driven perception (of the unoccluded parts of the cat) and
mental imagery (of the hidden parts of the cat).*'®

If we apply these phenomena to a religious situation, this could mean, for
example, that an individual attributes certain imaginings related to a religious
or spiritual discourse to his/her perception of the world. At the same time, it
is important to notice that imagination can just as well be used as a way to
relate perception to something that is believed. That is, imagination is used
here as a way to envision something hidden or transcendent in which the per-
son believes. That is, just because his/her perception is influenced by imagi-
nation, it doesn’t follow that s/he considers the perceived object as a whole to
be imaginary. As Amy Kind (2018a) expresses it,

[a]lthough imagining may not have truth as its constitutive aim that does not
mean it never has truth as its aim at all — that it is somehow constitutively
divorced from truth. Rather, an act of imagining can have truth as a non-con-
stitutive aim.*°

In the light of this statement, I argue that truth normativity needs to be taken
into account when discussing the interaction between perception and imagi-
nation. Consequently, this is an issue to which I shall return in the upcoming
sections

5.3.1.1 The governing attitude to — and overall aim of — a practice
When discussing how the interaction between perception and imagination
takes place in a scientific context, it is necessary to distinguish between dif-
ferent kinds of disciplines and practices. That is, we should differentiate be-
tween scientific practices that (a) focus on entities and/or processes that can
be seen by “the naked eye,” and practices that (b) make use of technological
instruments or theoretical abstraction to investigate phenomena that are be-
yond immediate perception. One should also take into account what the aim
of a certain perceptual strategy is. In a religious setting, the interaction be-
tween percepts and imaginings is related to an all-embracing project of mak-
ing the world existentially intelligible. In the case of science, in contrast, the
overall aim is to make the world technologically and predictively intelligi-
ble.*?® The particular aim of each discourse influences, in turn, which range
and scope a certain kind of seeing is given.

As a scientific example, we can think of a model in which billiard balls
serve as a model for gas molecules (Mary Hesse’s basic example). The com-
parison between these two entities enables, in turn, a type of seeing that is
limited to the idealized world. That is, it is only within a restricted area that

418 Nanay 2016: 130.
419 Kind, 2018a: 241.
420 Stenmark, 2004: 28-29.
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the target (gas molecules) is seen in the light of the source (billiard balls). **!

At the same time, it is typically the case that such investigations indirectly
influence how we see aspects of the real world. That is, rather than equating
the model with its target, it points to qualities of billiard balls that either reso-
nate with or deviate from the qualities of gas molecules. As a result, the model
helps scientists to predict how real-world gas molecules behave under certain
circumstances.

Similar to scientific models, religious modeling (of both the RM' and the
RM? categories*?) should be seen in the light of their over-arching aim —
namely, to make the world existentially intelligible. A general consequence of
such a goal, however, is that religious models have a wider scope than their
scientific counterparts. That is, it is life as a whole — rather than a restricted
area of it — that is seen in the light of such models. It is important to notice,
however, that this primarily relates to the perspective of the religious practi-
tioner rather than the scientific discipline of “theology.” Whereas theologians
and natural scientists relate to models in the light of a scientific methodology
and framework, the religious practitioner’s approach is colored by his/her de-
sire to deal with the overall existential conditions of life (including suffering
and anxiety, as well as prosperity, happiness, and beauty). As noticed by Mi-
kael Stenmark (2004), this is one of the reasons why religious beliefs do not
necessarily function as scientific hypotheses. Here God/The Ultimate Reality
is taken to be an experienced reality (rather than a derived entity) that gives
life existential meaning. For this reason, belief in God, according to Stenmark,
is “probably more closely related to belief in other persons than to belief in
the existence of genes, electrons, planets, or any other scientific stuff.”*?

Because of such qualitative differences between the target areas of science
and religion, they relate to modeling in distinct ways. In the case of scientific
models, it is not required (nor even desirable) that the scientist approach the
model systems with the attitude of belief. Religious models, however, have a
more critical relation to truth than their scientific equivalents, I argue. While
not necessarily being a pure case of doxasticism, religious engagement often
requires that subjects consider the religious discourse to be true in some sense
(even if this only includes holding the religious content to be a possibility).
This is something that Vincent Briimmer (1993) intends to capture with the
term “existential truth” — namely, truth claims that are “made with reference
to factual presuppositions which are constitutive for the way of life.”*** At the
same time — as emphasized in the discussion about Jediism — the fact that a

421 Such an operation can take the form of either a non-doxastic or a fictionalist approach to the
model.

422 See Section 4.5.1. Models that relate to selected aspects of a discourse are referred to as
RM!.When an entire cultural system functions as a “model” of reality, it goes under the label
RM2.

423 Stenmark, 2004:76.

424 Briimmer, 1993: 18
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practice is truth-normed does not mean that mental states that aren’t critically
related to truth (such as imagination) often play important roles in individuals’
truth quests.

5.3.1.2 The interaction between imaginings and precepts in models
and aspect perception

In Chapters three and four, scientific and religious models have been described
as conceptual forms of mental imagery (a sub-category of sensory imagina-
tion) — that is, conceptual images that serve as interpretative frames that guide
the scientist or religious believer to adopt certain perspectives. This phenom-
enon, in turn, was compared with aspect perception (of both a scientific and a
religious kind) that, in contrast, was characterized as “perception informed by
imagination.”

I suggested, furthermore, that models and aspect perceptions generate dif-
ferent forms of “seeing.” This deviation should, I argue, be seen in the light of
the two levels of mediation that were introduced in Section 3.1.1.**® What both
models and cases of aspect perception have in common is that they are medi-
ated through a particular conceptual framework (the first level of media-
tion).*** Such dependence affects, in turn, the kind of “seeing” that either of
these phenomena is able to generate. As an illustration, we can use Wittgen-
stein’s duck-rabbit image. The reason that we perceive the image as either of
these animals is that both of them are included in our cultural repertoire of
conceptualizations. In a similar way, scientific and religious models build on
already established conceptualizations (which, at times, are creatively blended
with each other).

However, while both aspect perception and modeling involve an interaction
between imagination and perception, they do so in different ways, I argue. In
the case of aspect perception, it involves a direct interaction between these
two mental states. Because of such immediate contact (and cooperation) be-
tween mental imagery and percepts, the dawning of a new aspect is made pos-
sible. This strategy differs, in turn, from the indirect interaction that charac-
terizes models. In this case, we have a conceptual image that serves as a frame
through which reality is interpreted and filtered. The influential power that
models may have over perception is, for this reason, a result of “framing” ra-
ther than a direct interface between percepts and mental imagery.

425 At the first level, mediation takes place via a particular conceptual framework that constructs
and conceptualizes reality in a certain way. At the second level, in contrast, mediation is gen-
erated through a certain medium (for example, analogies, metaphors, or models) that operates
according to a specific course of action.

426 That is, both aspect perception and models (of both type RM' and RM?) are influenced by
the particular conceptual framework within which it is situated — or (as in RM?) of which it is
an expression.
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Consequently, essential to the interactive view that I am suggesting is a
recognition of the various ways in which imaginings and percepts may inter-
act. At the same time, it is not argued that aspect perception and models are
strategies that operate in total isolation. The proposal, on the contrary, is that
models and the seeing of aspects often intersect with each other. That is, even
though someone perceives reality through a certain interpretative frame, it
doesn’t exclude him/her from also having experiences of aspect perception.

The above remark resembles something that John Cottingham (2017a,b)
discusses in relation to religious belief and “transformative vision” (Section
4.2.4) According to him, religious belief formation is not a static procedure
but, on the contrary, creatively cooperates with the world and the worldview
within which one is situated. For this reason, he rejects the view that a belief
functions as a lens, since this would imply that that one automatically inter-
prets the world in exactly the way that the lens suggests. In the light of Cot-
tingham’s discussion, therefore, I suggest that transformative vision requires
an interplay between a continuous and an episodic element. I argue, further-
more, that scientific practice (while having a different aim than religion) in-
volves a similar kind of dynamic. That is, whereas models contribute with a
certain continuity, aspect perception is an episodic phenomenon that enables
the religious believer/scientist to spot novel aspects within the framework in
which s/he is situated. On other occasions, the dawning of an aspect may result
in a movement between two different models/frameworks — for example, in
cases of religious conversion or scientific paradigm shifts. In sum, both scien-
tific and religious practices involve a continuous dynamic between models
and aspect perception.

Even so, there is indeed a significant difference between Cottingham’s
“transformative vision” and the detached and objective standpoint that science
typically favours. Cottingham (2017a) himself refers to this as the difference
between an “epistemology of control” and an “epistemology of reception.”
Whereas the former is associated with impersonal “spectator evidence,” he
refers to the latter as a “more humane” religious epistemology that requires
personal commitment and receptive involvement

Instead of being fixated on scientific models, and on impersonal, spectator ev-
idence, we should be prepared to allow that there are many areas of human life,
including the domain of religion, but by no means confined to this, where we
have to give up the fantasy of being lofty, detached evaluators, surveying the
data and pronouncing our verdict. Whether we like it or not, we have to be
involved, to be receptive. This does not mean being gullible, or blindly accept-
ing the first idea that comes into our minds. But it does mean that we have to
be prepared to listen, to be porous, to be permeable, to allow the possibility
that there are parts of reality that have a transformative effect on us, and that,
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if we allow ourselves to be transformed, we may be taken to new levels of
awareness and understanding.*?’

The perspective taken in this dissertation, however, is that Cottingham’s re-
mark can be combined with a recognition of certain resemblances between
religious and scientific practice. The similarity that I have been emphasizing
in this section is that both discourses include a dynamic between interpretative
frames and aspect perception. Both of these phenomena, in turn, are charac-
terized by a distinct kind of interaction between imagination and perception.

Despite the above statement, at the same time I have given extra attention
to how perception and imagination cooperate in religious engagement. In what
follows, I shall give a brief overview of this examination, and then — as a sec-
ond step — propose how this relates to how imaginings and percepts interplay
in a scientific environment. In the latter case, this includes an identification of
shared features as well as individual characteristics.

5.3.1.3 Vision and visualization

When discussing the interaction between imaginings in relation to religious
environments, my investigation started with St Augustine’s threefold catego-
rization of vision (Section 4.2.1.1). As Augustine uses the term, “vision” cor-
relates with the more general term “seeing.” As such, it includes mental im-
agery (either as deliberate constructions or as something that is received from
the supernatural realm) as well as perception. For this reason, I pointed out
that the distinction between “vision” and “visualization,” as it is used else-
where in the dissertation, doesn’t fully conform to Augustine’s conceptualiza-
tion. Given this, | use Augustine’s categorization primarily as a springboard
to my own elaboration on these phenomena (rather than applying it unreserv-
edly to my own discussion)

According to my understanding, visions and visualization differ from each
other because they require different kinds of involvement (active/passive) on
the experiencing subject’s part. In the case of visualization, it is the result of a
deliberate construction in the mind’s eye in which the subject him/herself
takes part. Following Augustine’s categorization, visualization thus belongs
to the group of “spiritual vision” (which, in this case, should be interpreted as
a capacity to have mental imagery of things that are absent). But, most im-
portantly, it requires that an individual actively take part in the construction of
the imagined object or episode. When it comes to a visionary experiences, in
contrast, I understand it as something that is received, rather than being delib-
erately created by the experiencing subject him/herself. Such experience can
take the form of either mental imagery or perceptual impressions (spiritual/im-
aginative vision and corporeal vision, if we follow Augustine’s scheme).

47 Cottingham 2017a: 100.
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However, as became evident in the examples from medieval and contem-
porary Christianity, the distinction between vision and visualization is not nec-
essarily a clear-cut one. For medieval monastics, imaginative visualization
(Speculatio) was used, for instance, as a strategy to create favourable prereq-
uisites for having visionary experiences (Section 4.2.2). In a similar way,
Tanya Luhrmann and colleagues notice that contemporary charismatic Chris-
tians — as a result of sensory imagery — experience biblical passages and con-
versations with God as more “real” (Section 4.2.4). Another effect of this kind
of kataphatic practice, according to Luhrmann, was that the boundary between
what was attributed to the mind and the external world was altered. Given this,
it seems as if visualization, to some extent, melts into a vision-like experience.

It could also be the case — as in the example from Western esotericism —
that the distinction between real and imaginative seeing in itself is somewhat
problematic. That is, in this context, imaginative visualization is used as an
active way to come in contact with a spiritual reality and to mediate between
higher and lower worlds. Furthermore, it was noticed that the Western esoteric
tradition recognizes that imagination also can be used by the divine to produce
visions. This more passive use of imagination, according to Alison Butler
(2004), is downplayed in contemporary esoteric groups such as The Hermetic
Order of the Golden Dawn. Other authors argue, in contrast, that the dynamic
between active and passive imagination is also in play in contemporary eso-
tericism. By mentioning this debate, my intention was to present a situation in
which there are different opinions on what kind of imagination is operative in
a contemporary spiritual setting (Section 4.2.3.1).

The third area of investigation was how practices of visualisation and vi-
sion are used in Mahayana Buddhism. While the Buddhist tradition maintains
a clear distinction between visualization and vision, there are also exercises
that combines these two modes. In some cases, for instance, visions are pre-
ceded by preparatory recollection and visualization of the physical and mental
qualities of Buddha. It should also be noticed that the Buddhist approach ad-
vocates an attitude of suspicion towards appearances of any kind. That is, even
if visionary practices may indeed lead to encounters with True Reality, they
should generally be treated as being empty and devoid of any solid nature. As
a result, the Buddhist tradition treats both kinds of “seeing” (vision and visu-
alization) with suspicion, rather than just one of them (Section 4.2.3.2).

In this dissertation, the above examples serve as illustrations of the com-
plexity that a distinction between visions and visualizations often involves.
One problem, for example, is related to the fact that these two forms of seeing
often cooperate with each other. It could be the case, for instance, that visual-
ization is used as a method to facilitate visionary experiences. Second — as in
the case of Western esotericism — there may be different opinions about which
one of them is operative in spiritual practice. An additional concern relates, in
turn, to the tendency to understand religious seeing as either a case of imagi-
nation or as pure perception. This kind of polarization stands in opposition to
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contemporary research that, in contrast, emphasizes that percepts often inter-
act with imaginings. If this is the case, it may imply that perception-governed
experiences (for example, St Bernadette’s vision of the Virgin Mary at
Lourdes) make use of imaginative aspects as well.

If we relate the phenomena of visions and visualizations to fictionalism and
non-doxastic imaginative faith, it seems as if the former is positively corre-
lated with visualization but not with vision (since the latter requires a real su-
pernatural realm). That is, it is not part of the fictionalist’s own strategy to
receive a genuine visionary experience, even though his/her game of make-
believe could involve imitation of all kinds of religious experience. It is im-
portant to notice that this is not the same as saying that a fictionalist is dis-
qualified from actually receiving visions from a supernatural realm. It only
implies that s/he is less motivated to do so. In the case of a person with non-
doxastic imaginative faith, the situation is quite different, since s/he consider
it possible that the ultimate things that she supposes/visualizes actually exist.
At the same time, it doesn’t follow that a non-doxastic approach leads to a
disposition of actually having visions. It may be argued, for example, that vi-
sionary experiences require a certain degree of personal commitment that the
attitude of imaginative faith is unable to induce in individuals.

With regard to doxasticism, I suggest that we posit a doxastic approach that
is characterized by an interplay between various mental states — belief, imag-
ination, and perception included. This position, as I see it, has many similari-
ties with Cottingham’s doxastic account of transformative vision. One aspect
that it shares with Cottingham’s view, for example, is the emphasis that reli-
gious beliefs influence our perception of the world in a certain way. However,
whereas the role of imagination is explicitly shown in my account, Cotting-
ham uses the term “transformative vision” to describe the nature of such in-
fluence. According to him, it is inaccurate to refer to this phenomenon as
“mere imagination,” since it involves far more than that. For this reason, he
refers to it as a “poetical” approach that creates “out of the raw data of per-
ception a whole rich “lifeworld”, a world full of meaning and value.”***

While the interactive view is consistent with such a characterization of re-
ligious belief, it talks more explicitly about an interplay between belief and
imagination. That is, instead of arguing that religion involves a “seeing” that
cannot be found in any other human area, it posits three mental capacities (be-
lief, imagination, and perception) that operate in other environments as well.
As aresult of such a strategy, it’s possible to make a more detailed comparison
between how the two forms of interaction (between belief and imagination,
and between belief and perception) operate in a religious and in a scientific
setting.

428 Cottingham 2017a: 92.
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5.3.1.4 Visions and eureka-experiences

One way to carry out such a comparison is to relate religious phenomena such
as “visualization” and “visionary experience” to a scientific context. In the
case of the former, both scientific and religious practices make use of deliber-
ate imaginative constructions of entities, powers, or processes that transcend
our immediate sensory perception. A more complicated situation arises in re-
lation to visions, since these kinds of experience presuppose a content that is
attributed to something else (a supernatural dimension) than one’s own crea-
tive mind. However, if we drain the term “vision” of its religious content, it
can also be used in reference to situations where a person is struck by sudden
insight without knowing where the solution came from. In Chapter three, such
experiences were for instance illustrated by the eureka-moments reported by
scientists such as August Kekulé, Albert Einstein, Richard Feynman, Barbara
McClintock, John Nash, Henri Poincaré, and many others (Section 3.2.3; see
also Section 2.5.1).

While experiences of this kind may be given a religious interpretation (for
example, in terms of divine inspiration), this is not the most common way to
explain them in a contemporary scientific setting. The aspect that has triggered
most discussion, rather, is the reported “suddenness” of instances of this kind.
Instead of seeing them as random occurrences, it is argued by many psycholo-
gists and cognitive scientists that it is more accurate to understand them as the
integration and reprocessing of a large amount information to which the indi-
vidual already has access (but now sees in a new light). That is, what appears
to be a random phenomenon may, in fact, be influenced by conceptual opera-
tions such as metaphors, analogies, and/or periods of conscious work on the
problem at hand. In relation to my previous discussion on aspect perception
and models, this is an interesting point to consider. That is, since eureka ex-
periences are associated with sudden insight, they are often compared with a
seeing of novel aspects. At the same time, as argued by William Child (2018),
for example, creativity of this form can be the result of aspect perception as
well as a new model or a theory that enables us to look upon an area or phe-
nomenon in a certain way (Section 3.3.5).

Yet another thing that needs to be taken into account is that eureka experi-
ences are not always determined by images (although, in this dissertation, I
have given much attention to visual experiences of that kind). On the contrary,
in many cases, mental imagery is part of a multifaceted imaginative process
in which supposition-like elements specify the details of an image. In some
instances, it may even be the case that this kind of insight doesn’t include a
visual experience at all.**

429 For this reason, it may very well be that — of Augustine’s scheme — “intellectual vision” is
the category that most resembles scientific insight of this kind — that is, a capacity to understand
things “as they really are” (but in the light of the particular aims and objects of knowledge that
characterize science).
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5.4 Summary

In this chapter, I distinguish between doxastic, non-doxastic, and fictionalist
approaches to religious and scientific models and practices. According to re-
ligious forms of doxasticism, a subject can only have faith that p (for example,
that God exists) if s/he also believes that p (that God exists). When the term
doxasticism is employed in a scientific context, it refers to a situation in which
an individual scientist or a scientific community adopts the attitude of belief
towards a theory or hypothesis. At the same time, I argue that the term "’belief”
is more controversial in a scientific than in a religious environment.

Non-doxasticism and fictionalism are positions according to which a
weaker attitude (for example, acceptance or imagination) can play the cogni-
tive role that is typically assigned to belief. While non-doxasticism is incom-
patible with both belief and disbelief, it holds the truth of p to be epistemically
possible. As an example of a non-doxastic attitude towards religion, I refer to
J.L. Schellenberg’s philosophical position of ultimism and his use of the con-
cept of “imaginative faith.” According to Schellenberg, when a subject en-
gages in imaginative faith, s’/he entertains the possibility of p, while holding
the truth and falsehood of p up and giving them equal weight. In many ways,
his non-doxastic use of imagination resembles a scientific approach towards a
(currently) unknown, or at least insufficiently known, “object” of investiga-
tion. When applied to religion, this is an approach that challenges the received
view of religious doxasticism. Even so, I argue that existential wrestling gen-
erally requires something more than suppositions and hypothetical reasoning
about a possible state of affairs. Even if entertaining possibilities is indeed an
essential part of this procedure, it is not to be equated with the procedure as a
whole.

Fictionalism involves a rejection of belief as the appropriate attitude to-
wards the sentences of the discourse, either because they are false (Fic.") or
because the fictionalist remains agnostic about their truth (Fic.?). In addition,
fictionalist accounts incorporate some aspect or feature of fiction or pretense
and can either be of a hermeneutic or revolutionary kind. As examples of re-
ligious fictionalism, I refer to the accounts of Andrew Eshleman, Robin Le
Poidevin (Fic."), and Peter Lipton (Fic.?). A common feature of both scientific
and religious versions of the fictionalist stance is that they are put forward as
strategies (a) to avoid inconsistencies and tensions in a belief system and (b)
to access the utilities of a certain framework while not believing in its claims.
However, in my analysis I argue that fictionalism is better suited to a scientific
than to a religious context. That is, even if religious engagement may involve
episodes of fictionalism and/or non-doxasticism, there are certain challenges
in life (such as suffering) that may require something more than just “imagi-
native faith” or engaging in religion as a game of make-believe. For this rea-
son, I distinguish between existential truth (T-Ex) and existential meaning
making (Ex-M). While religious fictionalism rejects the truth-claims of the
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religious discourse, it can still contribute to an individual’s existential mean-
ing making.

In light of this discussion, I suggest that a more fruitful approach is to
acknowledge a constant interaction between different positions. In the case of
religion, I propose that it is plausible that subjects take a number of stances
towards different parts of the same religion. As a way of illustrating the com-
plex interplay between imagination and belief, I use the example of the fiction-
based religion Jediism. Whereas Jediists acknowledge that their founding nar-
rative (Star Wars) is a purely fictional narrative, they approach certain of its
supernatural entities with the attitude of belief, doxastic acceptance, or, at
least, a recognition that they are epistemically possible.

The examination of doxasticism, non-doxasticism, and fictionalism serve
as a bridge towards my formulation of the position of interactivism. According
to this position, human cognition is governed by a constant interaction and
negotiation between different mental states. While the first part of the chapter
focuses on the relationship between imaginings and belief, the second part
pays more attention to the interplay between imagination and perception.

As a result of this investigation, I argue that both scientific and religious
aspect perception and models involve an interaction between imaginings and
percepts. In addition, I propose that both scientific and religious discourses
include a dynamic between interpretative frames and aspect perception. That
is, whereas models contribute with a certain continuity, aspect perception is
an episodic phenomenon that enables the religious person/scientist to spot
novel aspects within the framework in which they are situated. However, since
science and religion aim for different kinds of intelligibility, they operational-
ize this dynamic in distinct ways. One aspect to consider is Cottingham’s dis-
tinction between “an epistemology of control” (which he associates with sci-
ence) and an “epistemology of reception” (which he connects with religion).

In light of this discussion, I suggest that some scientific “eureka” experi-
ences can be understood as a cooperation between interpretative frames and
aspect perception. By relating such experiences with my examination of reli-
gious visions and visualizations (which is done in Chapter four), I argue that
they can be viewed as the scientific and secular “version” of visionary expe-
rience.
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6 Transportation and experiential imagination

6.1 Introduction

In the present chapter, the focus will be on the possible role that experiential
imagination may plays when subjects engage in scientific or religious prac-
tices. Although such engagement can take various forms, most attention will
be given to thought experimentation and (in the religious case) ritual involve-
ment.

Earlier in this dissertation, “experiential imagination” was described as im-
agining what it’s like for a specific person to undergo a particular experience.
It was also stated that, to some extent, this overlaps with the phenomenon hat
Currie and Ravenscroft (2002) refer to as “recreative imagination”: an ability
to recreate experiential perspectives. That is, the subject is able to project her-
self into an imagined situation and simulate the experiences that s/he would
have.

An essential aspect to take into account, however, is that experiential im-
aginings can appear in relation to both real-world situations and engagement
with fictional worlds. An example of the former is a situation where a subject
recreates the mental states and experiences of a real person or entity. An illus-
tration of the latter, by contrast, is someone recreating the existential perspec-
tive of a fictional character (for instance, when reading a novel). A key differ-
ence between these two scenarios, consequently, is that a person who is being
transported into a fictional or a factual narrative follows “along the narrative
trails blazed by an author”*°, while in real-world situations of experiential
imagination, the imaginer creates the simulated world by him/ herself.**!

In Chapters three and four, I referred to experiential imagination in relation
to scientific and religious thought experiments (Sections 3.6 and 4.7) and re-
ligious rituals (Section 4.6). In connection with these sections, the narratolog-
ical concept of “transportation” was introduced. It describes a situation in
which an agent is transported into a fictional or factual narrative and becomes
immersed in it. Following Kaufman and Libby’s (2012) terminology, the dis-
tinction between “experience-taking” and “‘perspective-taking” was men-
tioned. In the case of experience-taking, it entails spontaneously assuming the

430 Green and Donahue 2008: 251.

431 This may also be the case when a subject engages in fictional worlds that don’t depend on
an already existing narrative — for example, in some types of pretense play where the fictive
scenario is created by the participants while playing.
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identity of a character in a narrative and simulating that character’s thoughts,
emotions, behaviors, goals, and traits as if they were one’s own. By contrast,
in perspective-taking the activation of the reader’s self is increased. Here, the
reader uses conceptual knowledge about his/her own self to estimate how a
protagonist might respond to or experience a situation.*?

In the next chapter these concepts (transportation, experience-taking, and
perspective-taking) will serve as analytical tools for my examination of the
role that experiential imagination may play in science and religion. This dis-
cussion, in turn, will be related to the possible epistemic, creative, and mean-
ing-making functions that imagination may have.

6.2 An elaboration on the concept of “transportation”

As has already been mentioned, transportation may involve different levels of
self-involvement on the reader’s part. However, in the case of experience-tak-
ing (where the reader “assumes the identity of a character in narrative”) it is
not to be equated with a metaphysical state in which the reader becomes iden-
tical with the narrated character. At the same time, it does involve a process
in which the activation of his/her self-concept is reduced. According to Kauf-
man and Libby, this, in turn, enables the reader to expand his/her scope of
experiences:

To live different lives and to experience novel personas through narratives re-
quire that we go beyond positioning ourselves as mere spectators of the events
and connect to characters to such an extent that we instead step into their pro-
verbial shoes and experience the story from their perspective, in essence imag-
ining ourselves becoming those characters while we remain immersed in the
world of the narrative.*

In perspective-taking, by contrast, the activation of the reader’s self is in-
creased. Here, the reader uses conceptual knowledge about his/her own self to
estimate how a protagonist might respond to or experience a situation. (“How
would I react if a similar thing happened to me?”).**

432 Kaufman and Libby, 2012: 2

433 Kaufman and Libby 2012: 2

434 Not everyone agrees about the distinction between experience- and perspective-taking. This
is particularly the case with a number of psychological studies that examine how agents in gen-
eral (in real-world situations, and not only in relation to narratives) are able to estimate the point
of view of other individuals. Here it is perspective-taking that is the prime focus. Rather than
referring to experience-taking, Davis et al. (1996), for example, argue that the merging of self
and other is due, at least in part, to self-related information. That is, in order to be able to im-
agine another’s point of view, it is likely that agents estimate what their own thoughts and
feelings would be in a similar situation (by, for instance, recalling relevant experiences from
the past). Through this process, the thoughts and feelings about a person become, in some sense,
more “self-like”.
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In contrast to Kaufman and Libby, I would like to problematize a too-strict
distinction between experience- and perspective-taking. In particular, I argue
that self-involvement is a necessary element in both of them. That is, when a
subject recreates the experience of a narrated character, his/her experiential
imagination is informed — but not limited — by his/her own self. This argument,
consequently, goes against the idea that imagination is an absolutely “free”
mental capacity. Instead, it correlates positively with Thomas Ward’s (1994)
hypothesis about “structured imagination.”* In his experimental and theo-
retical work, Ward proposes that our imagination is often constrained by our
existing conceptual structures. Imagination, in this case, is used in a restricted
sense, and refers to the mental generation of some novel entity. Thus, when
subjects create “a new member of an already known category for an imaginary
setting,” it entails — according to Ward — that “their imagination is structured
by a particular set of properties that are characteristic of that category.” **¢

As an illustration, Ward refers to a study in which college students were
asked to imagine extra-terrestrial animals. When creating these imaginary
creatures, the participants of the study were guided by their existing concep-
tual knowledge. As a result, their creatures possessed attributes that were char-
acteristic of earth animals (for example, having legs and sense organs) rather
than having more deviant and original designs. I argue that our self-concept,
in a similar way, puts some constraints on our ability to recreate the experien-
tial perspective of narrated characters as well as real-world subjects. That is,
in order to accomplish this task, it is necessary that a subject at least have some
idea of what that experience is like. It is not required that s/he has experienced
it in person, or that his/her own experiences exactly correspond to those of the
narrated character. Nevertheless, if the subject totally lacks an experiential
category for the mental states and emotions that s/he is supposed to recreate,
it will be difficult for him/her to be transported into that kind of experience.

At the same time, I agree with Kaufman and Libby (2012) that experience-
taking, in some sense, enables us to transcend the limitations of our experi-
ence. This conforms, for example, to Martha Nussbaum’s (1997) view that,
by reading literature, we can train our ability to imagine what it might be like
to be in the shoes of a person different from ourselves. A subject who com-
bines his/her imaginative ability with factual knowledge thus — according to
Nussbaum — becomes “an intelligent reader” of another person’s story.*’

435 See also De Cruz and De Smedt 2010; De Cruz 2013.

436 Ward 1994: 1.

437 According to Nussbaum, this kind of “narrative imagination” is an essential aspect in the
education for democratic citizens:

“Becoming an educated citizen means learning a lot of facts and mastering techniques of rea-
soning. But it means something more. It means how to be a human being capable of love and
imagination. We may continue to produce narrow citizens who have difficulty understanding
people different from themselves, whose imaginations rarely venture beyond their local setting.
It is all too easy for the moral imagination to become narrow in this way” (Nussbaum 1997:14).
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In my own approach, therefore, I want to acknowledge that our experiential
imagination has a dual character: it is both constrained (by our already existing
experiential categories) and, simultaneously, it has the capacity to transcend
this limitation. Helen De Cruz and Johan De Smedt (2010) venture in a similar
direction when they apply Ward’s concept of “structured imagination” to sci-
entific creativity. According to them, a possible strategy for scientists to over-
come conceptual constraints is to engage in analogical thinking. Analogies
have a capacity to alter or widen our conceptual space, they argue. De Cruz
and De Smedt distinguish, however, between “near” and “distant” analogies.
In the former case, the target and source are from closely related domains**;
in the latter case, they come from diverging domains.**® Although science
mainly works within the bounds of its conceptual structures,** distant analo-
gies can, in some cases, generate conceptual change (or “paradigm shifts”):

By presenting problems in terms of a different ontological category (e.g., the
phrasing of organic functions in mechanical rather than biological terms), sci-
entists can overcome their intuitive assumptions (e.g., vitalism) and offer so-
lutions that are not possible in the original conceptual space.*!!

On this basis, I argue that narrated scenarios may function in ways that resem-
ble both near and distant analogies to the reader’s own experiences. That is,
whereas the former can be compared with perspective-taking (invoking the
reader’s own experiential categories), the latter is related to experience-taking
(where the reader’s self-concept is reduced). In most cases, however, narra-
tives are constituted by a combination of familiar as well as unknown features.
When narratives contribute to belief-change, it is, for example — according to
Green and Donahue (2008) — often because readers are able to “integrate the
lessons from story events into their own belief systems.”*** That is, even if the
narrated events transcend the reader’s experiences, s/he must be able to “trans-
late” these events so that they make sense in his/her own world. Thus, if the
happenings of the story seem like personal experiences, it is more likely that
they will effect belief-change, Green and Donahue argue.

6.2.1 Transportation, propositional attitudes, and attention

In order to characterize the phenomenon of transportation, Samuel Kampa
(2018) formulates an extension of Nichols’s and Stich’s conceptualization of
what goes on in episodes of pretense (Section 2.3.2). According to them, en-
gagement in pretense entails simultaneously attending to the contents of one’s

438 For example, an analogy between a well-understood virus to a lesser-understood virus.
439 For example, Kekulés’ analogy between a snake and a benzene ring.

440 Dunbar 1997; Lakatos, 1978.

41 De Cruz and De Smedt 2010: 50.

442 Green and Donahue 2008:251.
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Possible World Box and one’s Belief- and Desire Boxes. In Kampa’s extended
version of their account, by contrast, transportation attends, “exclusively to
the contents of one’s Possible World Box.”# That is, similar to Nichols and
Stich, he understands transportation to involve a process in which tokens are
filtered from the Belief-Box into the Possible World-Box. However, what dis-
tinguishes Kampa’s proposal is that he argues that the filtering occurs outside
one’s cognitive attention.*** For this reason, according to Kampa, this process
can be likened to a sort of forgetting:

...one does not literally forget one’s beliefs during episodes of imaginative
transportation; the contents of one’s Belief Box remain unchanged. But it is
like forgetting, in that one’s attention turns away from one’s actual beliefs and
towards the beliefs, thoughts, and desires of one’s character.%

In a similar way, Shen-yi Lao (2017) compares imaginative immersion with a
shift in attention. As an illustration, he compares it with a spotlight that, while
shining on one thing, loses sight of another. Rather than referring to an inter-
mediate state between belief and imagination,** it is — according to Lao —
more accurate to say that people experience immersion when they don’t attend
to the mental states that ordinarily they would.

My own approach resembles Samuel Kampa’s account, in particular. In
agreement with him, I propose that imaginative transportation involves a co-
operation between (a) propositional attitudes (imagination, belief, and desire)
and (b) the mental capacity of attention. Although attention makes us “turn
away” from our beliefs during imaginative transportation, we do not literally
“forget” them, as Kampa puts it. Thus one may say that, in this case, attention
is a constitutive part of “cognitive quarantine.” *’ Given this, I suggest that a
shift in attention constitutes an essential part of the quarantine procedure
through which an imagined state of affairs is “taken to have effects only within
a relevantly circumscribed domain.”**®

443 Kampa 2018: 692

444 Attention refers to an ability to focus on one of many possible objects, thoughts, and actions.
According to Waltz (2011), it is a selective and contrastive aspect of the mind that structures
consciousness into foreground and background: “when you are attending to something you are
contrasting what you pick out with what remains in the background” (Waltz, 2011: 843).

In the contemporary discussion, attention has, for example, been described as a broadcasting
of information to working memory (Prinz 2005, 2011), or as a bias-and-competition process
(Desimone and Duncan 1995). Thus it serves as “the selective filtering and processing of sen-
sory information, although attention is not restricted to perceptual processes” (Montemayor and
Haladjian 2015:2).

445 Kampa 2018: 692

446 See, for example, S. Schellenberg 2013.

47 See Section 2.3.2. Cognitive quarantine is mental mechanism by which the mental states of
belief and imagination are kept apart.

448 Gendler 2012.
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6.3 Experiential imagination and religious rituals

6.3.1 Ritual experience-taking and perspective-taking

My examination of the relationship between religious ritual and experiential
imagination starts in with anthropologist Maurice Bloch’s (2008) distinction
between transactional and transcendental social behavior. According to him,
religious phenomena can be explained by a capacity — unique to humans — to
imagine other worlds and to transcend imaginatively the immediate local sit-
uation. This adaption is also the very foundation of the sociality of modern
human society, Bloch argues. As transactional beings, we base our experi-
ences on the interactions between individuals and groups, whose status is the
product of continual manipulation in complex and dynamic social networks.
The transcendental sociality consists, by contrast, of essentialized roles that
exist separately from the individuals or groups who hold them.

What Bloch’s hypothesis states, consequently, is that our view of individ-
uals and groups is often influenced by a transcendent component that we add
to material reality or immediate experience. As a result, we (as social beings)
often “act....towards visible people in terms of their invisible halo.”**’ A per-
son who, for example, upholds a certain role in a society (e.g., a village elder,
a priest, a police officer, or a professor) is expected to act according to that
role, and not as the individual person he or she is at any particular stage of the
transactional social game. As an illustration, Bloch refers to the example of a
Malagasy village elder whom he has known for a long time:

By now, he is old, physically weak and a little bit senile. He has difficulty in
recognizing people. He spends most of his days in a foetal position wrapped
up in a blanket. Yet he is treated with continual deference, consideration, re-
spect and even fear. Whenever there is a ritual to be performed, he has to be
put in charge so that he can bless the participants. When he is treated with great
respect he is being behaved to, and he accordingly behaves towards others as
a transcendental elder. This does not mean, however, that he is not also within
the transactional social system. While as a transcendental elder he is little dif-
ferent to what he was when he was in his prime several years ago, as a trans-
actional player he has lost out completely in the machiavellian game of influ-
ence, and nobody takes much note of him anymore or of his opinions since in
the continual power play of daily life he has become insignificant.**°

According to Bloch, this is an example of the essential role that ritual enact-
ment plays in social environments that are both actual and imaginary, imma-
nent as well as transcendent. In particular, it allows its participants to exist in
what Driver (1998) refers to as “a kind of liminal space, at the edge of, or in
the cracks between, the mapped regions of what we like to call “the real

449 Bloch 2008: 2060.
439 Bloch 2008: 2056.
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world.””*! Given this, I suggest that transcendental social behavior of this
kind should be seen in light of what Kind and Kung (2016) refer to as “the
transcendent” and “the instructive” use of imagination. While the former ena-
bles us to escape or look beyond the real world, the latter allows us to learn
about the world as it is.*** However, it is important to notice that there may be
many different layers to a multifaceted concept such as “the world” — that is,
it can concern a socially constructed universe as well as the material reality in
which subjects live. Some would probably argue that the example of the Mal-
agasy elder is primarily an illustration of the transcendent use of imagination.
My own suggestion, nonetheless, is that transcendental social behaviour also
serves an instructive purpose — although in a slightly different way than when
imagination is used merely to instruct us about the physical world.

Owing to the “in between” character of rituals, individuals and societies
can temporarily distance themselves from the usual social structure and un-
dergo transformations of various kinds. As a result, ritual enactment enables
participants to be transported into a fictive (while simultaneously “real”) uni-
verse. Richard Schechner (2013) points out that a similar thing can also be
said about many other kinds of performances:

Actors, athletes, dancers, shamans, entertainers, classical musicians — all train,
practice, and/or rehearse in order to temporarily “leave themselves” and be
fully “in” whatever they are performing. In theatre, actors on stage do more
than pretend. The actors live a double negative. While performing, actors are
not themselves, nor are they the characters. Theatrical role-playing takes place
between “not me ... not not me.”*3

In the case of religious rituals, they often re-enact the central stories of a par-
ticular tradition or community. They consequently have a narrative substance
into which the participants of the ritual are “transported.” Thus this kind of
transportation is an activity in which the self is both reduced and increased, I
argue; that is, it allows a subject to try on alternative selves (experience-tak-
ing) while simultaneously staying within the experiential categories that are
provided by his/her religious tradition (perspective-taking).

As we have seen, Bloch (2008) mainly refers to the transactional roles that
human beings play within certain socio-cultural contexts and communities.
Nevertheless, there are many spiritual traditions in which material objects and
non-human creatures are given transactional roles and to which transcendental
components are added. For this reason, I propose that it is more accurate to
use Bloch’s categories in a more extended way: allowing other types of trans-
actional roles than those that are primarily limited to human beings. Further-
more, whereas Bloch focuses on the clearly defined socio-cultural roles of a

431 Driver 1998:80.
42 Kind and Kung 2016:1.
453 Schechner 2013: 72.
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community (priest, police officer, and so forth), there are also ritual enact-
ments in which it is privatized individual agents — rather than those who exe-
cute certain social functions — that are transcendentally transported. This is the
case, for instance, in many forms of New Age religion in which spiritual indi-
vidualism is promoted.***

6.3.2 Ritual transportation in light of interactivism

In agreement with, for instance, Tom F. Driver (1998) and Victor Turner
(1969), I propose that ritual enactment contains imaginative constructions that
are performed in an “as if “ mode. However, while such a procedure involves
pretense behavior, the participants experience it as engagement in a real (but
alternative) world. Consequently, this kind of ritual transportation makes use
of a complex interaction between the attitudes of belief and imagination. Sim-
ilar to Kampa (2018) and Liao (2017), I consider cognitive attention to play
an essential role in such operations. Similar ideas have also been expressed
by, for example, Jonathan Z. Smith (1987), and Richard Schechner (1988).
Smith describes ritual practice as “a mode of paying attention”*s: directing
our attention in a special way, so that very ordinary objects are perceived as
significant. Schechner, in turn, says about rituals that they are “not simply a
doing but a showing of a doing.” 4**The activity of “showing” can, in this case,
be seen in light of Liao"’s (2017) comparison between attention and a spotlight
that, while shining on one thing, loses sight of another. Rather than making us
to actually “forget” our actual beliefs, ritual enactment temporarily directs our
attention away from them. At the same time, this is not an absolute escape,
since our general beliefs about the real world still influence and inform the
simulated scenario into which we are transported.

In light of the position of interactivism, I argue that religious rituals should
be thought of as entailing a constant interplay between a variety of mental
states and attitudes. This view draws upon earlier philosophical studies of the
cooperation of beliefs and imaginings — in particular, Nichol’s and Stich’s
cognitive theory of pretense (2000, 2003) and related work that their research
has inspired. As a result, I am also influenced by Samuel Kampa’s (2018)
advancement of Nichol’s and Stich’s theory, and its emphasis the role of cog-
nitive attention in transportation.

454 Here it is the subject’s individual/private self — rather than the socially enforced self — that
is transformed via transcendental transportation. The “central stories” that the religious ritual
participant re-enacts may, in these cases, either be (a) privatized versions of an existing com-
munal worldview, or (b) narratives that, from the beginning, have a specific individualistic
character.

455 Smith, 1987: 103.

436 Schechner, 2013: 28.
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On this basis, I propose that attention is a constitutive part of cognitive
quarantine. This, in turn, makes my approach distinct from Susanna Schellen-
berg’s (2013) claim that the norm of quarantine breaks down when subjects
are immersed in fiction (Section 2.3.2.3). On the contrary: in my view, the
process of quarantine is preserved. Nevertheless, I consider this cognitive
mechanism to have a more subtle character than what is usually argued. Sim-
ilar to Schellenberg I thus argue (a) that beliefs and imaginings play different
functional roles in our cognition, and (b) that immersion in fiction is enabled
by a seamless movement between imagination-like and belief-like states. This
transition, in my understanding, is the result of a shift in attention. However,
in contrast to Schellenberg, I argue that the mechanism of quarantine is main-
tained rather than dissolved. That is, whereas attention enables the transition
between beliefs and imaginings, it also constitutes an essential aspect of the
process by which they are distinguished from each other. As a result, a subject
does not literally “forget” about his/her actual beliefs, but temporarily directs
attention away from them. Thus this characterization is compatible with the
position of interactivism, which stresses both the cooperation of and the dis-
tinction between the attitudes of belief and imagination.

6.3.3 Rituals, truth and understanding

In this section I shall return to Kevin Schilbrack’s (2004) characterization of
religious rituals as “truth-pursuing activities.”” Previously in this disserta-
tion, the concept of truth has been used in a variety of ways. In Chapter four
(Section 4.5.4), therefore, I suggested a distinction between two notions of
truth: truth in a general sense (T-Gen) and existential truth (T-Ex). While both
terms entail truth in a general sense, the latter is colored by the particular con-
text of the truth claim in question — in this case, as being part of an individual’s
ambition to make the world existentially intelligible. Furthermore, I also in-
troduced existential meaning-making (Ex-M), which is truth-independent. In
the following, I shall relate T-Ex and Ex-M to Schilbrack’s characterization
of rituals as truth-pursuing.

As a first step in this procedure, it serves our purpose to discuss the notion
of truth in light of the position of interactivism. According to this view, rituals
(as well as human cognition overall) are characterized by a complex interac-
tion between beliefs and imaginings. Whereas the attitude of belief has a crit-
ical relation to truth, the attitude of imagination does not. At the same time,
the latter can be used in an instructive way by giving us access to certain as-
pects of reality that otherwise would be beyond our reach. This notion is, in
turn, related to Catherine Elgin’s concept of “true enough” (Section 3.4.1), |
argue. In Elgin’s case, she formulates these terms in relation to scientific mod-
els. Because of their ability to idealize and simplify, models of this kind do

47 Schilbrack, 2004: 140.

177



not mirror or replicate reality; instead, they offer exemplifications of certain
features of the investigated target while downplaying others. However, even
if models are merely “true enough,” they are essential for the scientific aim of
making the world technologically and predictively intelligible, Elgin argues.
As we can see, this approach deviates from a purely doxastic as well as a
purely fictionalist view of models.

If we relate the concept of “true enough” to the area of religion, it can be
combined with either a doxastic or a non-doxastic account (since both of these
positions are truth-normed). In this case, the notion of truth that we are talking
about is T-Ex. When applied to rituals, in turn, the true-enough characteriza-
tion allows us to see them as truth-pursuing, even if, at the same time, they
entail truth-independent mental states such as imagination. As an illustration,
we can think of a subject who has a doxastic attitude towards a religious model
and utilizes experiential imagination when s/he ritualizes the believed content.
Something similar can also be said about a subject who has a non-doxastic
view of models. In his/her case, the modeled content is considered to be an
epistemic possibility, and — by utilizing experiential imagination — s/he is able
to explore this possible world a bit further.

However, given that fictionalism lacks truth-normativity, the true-enough
concept does not apply to a fictionalist’s engagement in religious rituals. At
the same time, it may be the case that this individual engages in rituals as part
of his/her (truth independent) existential meaning-making. This can, in turn,
take two forms that either exist on their own or are combined with each other.
On the one hand, the fictionalist (a) merely pretends to believe the religious
framework that s/he ritualizes. This resembles the kind of involvement that
we typically associate with games of make-believe. In this case, immersion
may involve pretense and experiential imagination, but not truth-normed be-
liefs. On the other hand, the fictionalist (b) can consider the ritual to involve
aspects that say something essential about the human condition. As an illus-
tration, we can think of a person who takes part in a religious rite de passage.
While s/he considers this ritual to be accurate in relation to the general human
circumstance (the borderline state between two distinct life situations), she
considers the interpretative frame of the ritual to be false.

If we return to Elgin’s concept of “true enough,” I interpret it as being con-
sistent with interactivism. According to this position, religious engagement is
not necessarily defined by one particular position or propositional attitude
alone. Instead, a variety of mental states and attitudes interact, and a subject
may take different stances towards separate aspects of a religious framework.
In the latter case, this can mean, for example, that s/he has a doxastic attitude
towards certain parts of a religious framework, and a fictionalist or non-dox-
astic approach towards others. However, in order for rituals to count as truth-
pursuing — as Kevin Schilbrack suggests — it’s necessary that they are, in some
sense, related to T-Ex.
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In this regard, it is important to notice that the term “T-Ex” isn’t limited to
the category of truth-normed beliefs. In accordance with this line of reasoning,
Schilbrack gives an example of two persons who cut down trees with a two-
person saw. Through this practice they can, according to Schilbrack, gain
knowledge of themselves (for example, receiving an answer to the question
“How strong am 1?””) or the world (concerning the sharpness of the blade, the
hardness of the wood of the tree, and so forth). In a similar way, ritual engage-
ment can involve epistemic gain of various kinds, Schilbrack argues. I suggest,
in turn, that “religious understanding” is the proper epistemic term to use in
relation to religious rituals. In Chapter four I referred to this epistemic state in
relation to religious thought experiments (Section 4.7.3). I suggested that un-
derstanding entails a multifaceted grasping of a state of affairs, rather than
knowing isolated pieces of information. For this reason, the state of under-
standing includes both doxastic and practical elements.

While there are different views on the truth-normativity of understanding,
I have previously argued (in Sections 3.6.3.1, 4.7.3) that it is an epistemic state
that can entail truth-normed as well as truth-independent aspects. For this rea-
son, it is an epistemic term that fits particularly well with the interactive view
of rituals. I suggest, furthermore, that the state of understanding is positively
correlated with the phenomenon of transportation. Through this imaginative
procedure, the ritual participant is transported into a transformed reality. In
some cases, this involves a simulation of what it would be like to be another
person or living being (for example, a prominent character in the ritualized
religious narrative). At other instances, it entails the ritualization of everyday
life — for example, as a way to practice attentive awareness and prayer. As an
example of the latter, we can think of Benedict of Nursia’s rule of ora et
labora, in which prayer and work are combined in a contemplative and repet-
itive daily rhythm. The aim of this practice, as Benedict describes it, is to en-
courage “prayer without ceasing.” As a result, that practitioner’s everyday oc-
currences are colored by a transformative vision (to use John Cottingham’s
term) and an embodied grasping of how the religious framework relates to
his/her own daily life. This aspect corresponds, in turn, to Schilbrack’s char-
acterization of rituals as sites of inquiry and exploration that can give rise to a
variety of epistemic gains:

Some of the things that one learns by participating in ritual will be about one-
self. When I engage in this practice, what about me is changed? My original
desires? My will? My habits? What in me resists this change and needs to be
surrendered?...And some of the things one learns will be about the world as the
context of one’s action: about storms and diseases and about food and music—
and ultimately practices can serve as opportunities for inquiry about the super-
empirical resources that make the practice successful.*>*

438 Schilbrack 2014: 46.
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In contrast to most forms of knowledge, understanding of this kind is not di-
rectly conveyed by the testimony of someone else. Even if testimonies can
give the basis for this epistemic state, understanding, according to Michael
Patrick Lynch (2017), is “something you must do for yourself.”**’ In line with
this way of reasoning, Cynthia Bourgeault (Episcopal priest, writer, and mod-
ern-day mystic) explains the importance of embodied understanding in reli-
gion:

You can’t learn to ride a bike by thinking about it or reading about it or talking
about it; you have to do it to understand. The knowledge is in the body. The
body carries affirming force to comprehend what the mind does not.*%°

In a similar way, Paulina Sliwa (2018) emphasizes the relationship between
faith and ritualized action. According to her, faith is a complex mental state
that goes beyond doxastic states in relation to particular propositions. What is
often lacking in the philosophical discussion about faith, as Sliwa sees it, is
that it also entails conative states and know-how. In relation to the latter, she
argues, faith is a practical knowledge that echoes the structure of moral virtue.
In order to become virtuous we do virtuous deeds. Acquiring faith is, in a
similar way, a matter of performing acts of faith. These acts — according to
Sliwa — require that the involved agent has the right kinds of desires and the
relevant know-how. In light of this perspective, Sliwa offers an alternative
interpretation of Blaise Pascal’s advice to the religious agnostic (Section
5.2.5.2). If such a person would like to have faith, Pascal argues, s/he should
take part in religious practices as if s/he believes in God. Typically this pas-
sage is interpreted as advice to pretend that one has belief. Sliwa finds such a
reading suspect, and questions whether a subject really can acquire a belief
that p simply by pretending to believe that p. According to her, Pascal’s advice
is not primarily concerned with the doxastic element of faith but, on the con-
trary, with the relevant know-how:

Of course, this practical knowledge alone is not sufficient for having religious
faith. Nevertheless, it’s a necessary component. And so, following [Pascals]
advice, we can come to acquire a component that’s a necessary condition for
having religious faith.*6!

Religious engagement, from this perceptive, is not necessarily the same as
having warranted beliefs about God. Instead, it involves a variety of other el-
ements — for example, ritual practices — and an ability to “navigate and inhabit
a certain life-world of which these [practices] are a part.”* In this regard, it

49 Lynch, 2017:206.
460 Bourgeault, in Pryce 2018:170.
461 Sliwa, 2018: 262.
462 Cueno, 2014: 374.
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relates to Wayne Rigg’s characterization of understanding as a deep appreci-
ation or grasp of how the parts of a subject matter “fit together, what role each
one plays in the context of the whole, and of the role it plays in the larger
scheme of thing.”** It also relates to Linda Zagzebski’s linking between un-
derstanding and techne(skill).

Understanding makes its bearer reliable in carrying out the goals of the techne,
some of which are not epistemic goals. It enables him to produce a flakey pas-
try, repair an automobile, design a bridge that will not collapse, or figure out
why the vintner failed this year. This means that understanding is a property of
persons. It is not carried by propositions or states of belief.*64

6.4 Thought experiments and experiential imagination

In the sections on scientific and religious thought experiments (Sections 3.6,
4.8) I presented three different views on the kind of imagination that is oper-
ative in thought experimenting. According to the imagistic approach, it is a
procedure that is primarily enabled by sensory (visual) imagining. The prop-
ositional approach holds, by contrast, that thought experimenting can occur
without the presence of any mental imagery. According to this view, mental
operations of this kind only require propositional imagination, whether as
cases of counterfactual reasoning, make-believe/pretense, or supposition.*®> A
third way of approaching thought experimentation — the experiential approach
— holds, in turn, that this includes a recreation of experiential perspectives.
That is, while such procedure may include sensory imagining and proposi-
tional imaginings, it allows us, above all, to understand what it would be like
to experience a certain situation. For this reason, experiential imagination is
said to play an essential role in thought experimenting.

However, the view that is promoted in this dissertation is that these catego-
ries don’t preclude one another. By contrast, it is more accurate to say that
they apply to different kinds of thought experiments. That is, while some cases
of thought experimentation only make use of a propositional kind of imagina-
tion, others are characterized instead by their use of mental imagery or expe-
riential imaginings. One way to compare scientific and religious thought ex-
perimentation, consequently, is to examine whether either of them has a closer
connection to one of these categories. In this case, [ am particularly interested
in their relation to experiential imagination.

463 Riggs, 2003:217.

464 Zagzebski, 2001: 245.

465 In the latter case, however, there is a lack of consensus among philosophers concerning the
exact nature of supposition (Section 2.3.1). While some argue that it a kind of imagining, others
hold that it should be thought of as a propositional attitude that is distinct from imagination.
The position taken in this dissertation is in line with the former group.
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In ritual engagement, imagination of this kind is associated with a multi-
faceted and embodied type of transportation through which the interpretative
framework of a tradition/community becomes a lived existential reality for the
ritual performer. However, since rituals belong to a religious rather than sci-
entific context, it gives us reason to explore whether experiential imagination
can be found elsewhere in scientific practice. That is, are there other activities
in which scientists take part that require them to recreate experiential perspec-
tives? In the present section, I explore and problematize whether thought ex-
perimentation may be one such activity. Common to both rituals and thought
experiments is their relation to narratives — either as enacting central narratives
(rituals) or as having a narrative structure themselves (thought experiments).
Of particular interest, however, is whether they relate to the phenomenon of
“transportation” in similar or distinct ways. Furthermore, it serves our purpose
also to compare the possible role that transportation may play in scientific and
religious thought experimentation respectively.

In addition to the imagistic, propositional, and experiential approaches,
some authors describe thought experiments as cases of literary fiction.*
However, even if some cases of literary fiction may function in a thought ex-
perimenting way,*’ there are also aspects on which thought experiments and
literary fiction differ from each other. For example, whereas the purpose of a
thought experiment is typically exhausted by the role it plays in theoretical
argumentation, literary works seem to have a variety of functions. As pointed
out by David Egan (2016):

We read literature with a degree of openness: we remain alert and attentive to
the ways the text might surprise us, provoke unexpected thoughts, insights,
feelings, and so on. None of this is required, or even expected, when we read
thought experiments. Reading a thought experiment might provoke thoughts,
insights, or feelings beyond what is needed for the argument at hand, but these
additional responses are accidental outcomes rather than central to the experi-
ence of reading a thought experiment.*6®

Given this, it looks as if transportation into literary fiction entails a more all-
embracing and multifaceted experience than engagement with scientific
thought experiments does. In many cases, the latter has more to do with in-
strumentally “accepting” the reality claims of the thought experiment (in order
to be able to experiment with the proposed scenario) than with a full-blown
transportation into these experiences. In the sections that follow I shall argue
nonetheless that some cases of thought experimentation do indeed require ex-
periential imagination and transportation of a more extensive kind.

466 For example, Davenport, 1983; Walton 1990; Swirski, 2007; Davies, 2007, 2010; Elgin
2014.

467 For example Malm Lindberg, 2019.

468 Egan, 2016: 143.
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6.4.1 Scientific thought experiments

In this section I shall investigate to what extent scientific thought experiment-
ing may entail experiential imagination. That is, does it include the re-creation
of experiential perspectives, and — if so — how should we understand this kind
of transportation? However, as we can tell from the overview in Section 3.6.2,
there are many different kinds of thought experiment. According to James
Brown (1991/2011), for example, we can distinguish between two general
types — namely, destructive ** and constructive*”° ones. Furthermore, it is typ-
ically the case that scientific thought experiments perform various functions
at different times or for different people. That is, in one instance a specific
thought experiment may function as a tool for refuting a theory and, on another
occasion, it may serve as a pedagogical device for illustrating an otherwise
complex and abstract position.

For this reason, it’s difficult to say something about experiential imagina-
tion that applies to all types of scientific thought experiments. The chosen
strategy of this section, therefore, is to focus on one well-known thought ex-
periment from the discipline of physics (Albert Einstein’s thought experiment
of how he pursues a beam of light) and to discuss it in light of the category of
experiential imagination. Because of this limited scope, such an investigation
cannot lead to conclusions about scientific thought experimentation as a
whole. The aim, rather, and in a more modest way, is to explore and problem-
atize the concept of transportation in relation to scientific research on natural
phenomena.

6.4.1.1 What it is like to be a bat?

In section 1.6.1, the distinction between a priori knowledge and a posteriori
knowledge was presented. In the former case, justification is independent of
empirical experience. In the latter case, justification — on the contrary — de-
pends on empirical experience and evidence. Since thought experiments takes
place in the laboratory of the mind, they clearly belongs to the a priori cate-
gory. Accordingly, when we talk about “experiential imagination” in relation
to thought experimentation, it is not empirical experiences to which we refer
but, rather, operations that only take place in the experimenter’s own mind.

469 Destructive thought experiments present internal or external problems for a given frame-
work. Among them we find so-called counter-thought experiments that question whether a phe-
nomenon that another thought experiment has established really would obtain. One example of
the latter is Niels Bohr’s counter-thought experiment relating to Albert Einstein’s clock-in-the
box thought experiment (Brown, 1991/2011:33-35, 48-66, 2007).

470 Constructive thought experiments offer support to a theory or framework. This can, how-
ever, be done in a variety of ways. In some cases this kind of thought experiment serves a
pedagogical or rhetorical role; in other instances it constructs theories on its own. An example
of the latter is Newton s bucket, which was designed to demonstrate that true motion can only
be defined by reference to absolute space (Brown 1991/2011: 35-38).
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As mentioned earlier, such involvements may take the form of visual im-
agery, non-imagistic suppositions, or recreations of experiential perspectives.
In the case of the last category, however, it is important to notice that experi-
ential imaginings can take two different forms. On the one hand, they may
involve (a) a recreation of the experiences of a character in a factual or fictive
scenario. In the case of thought experiments, we have a situation where the
narrated scenario is fictive while — at the same time — it aims to have relevance
for a real-world state. This can, for instance, take the form of a thought exper-
iment that imaginatively recreates the experiences of a certain entity in the
natural world.

On the other hand, it could mean that the imaginer (b) recreates the experi-
ence of him/herself observing the narrated entity in question. An example of
this is a thought experiment such as Schrodinger’s cat, in which the thought
experimenter recreates the experience of seeing the box in which the (dead or
alive) cat is situated, rather than imagining the experiences of the cat itself. In
this case, the cat only serves as a pedagogical and rhetorical feature that illu-
minates certain aspects of the Copenhagen interpretation of quantum mechan-
ics.

When discussing category (a),”"" it’s necessary to problematize whether, in
fact, it is possible to recreate the experiential perspectives of all forms of entity
that the natural world contains. This difficulty is emphasized, for example, by
Rachel Carson (1937) in an essay in which the author denies — while simulta-
neously pursuing — the possibility of imagining the experiential worlds of un-
derwater animals:

) 471
b

Who has known the ocean? Neither you nor I, with our earth-bound senses,
know the foam and surge of the tide that beats over the crab hiding under the
seaweed of his tide pool home; or the lilt of the long, slow swells of mid-ocean,
where shoals of wandering fish prey and are preyed upon, and the dolphin
breaks the waves to breathe the upper atmosphere. Nor can we know the vicis-
situdes of life on the ocean floor, where the sunlight, filtering through a hun-
dred feet of water, makes but a fleeting, bluish twilight, in which dwell sponge
and mollusk and starfish and coral, where swarms of diminutive fish twinkle
through the dusk like a silver rain of meteors, and eels lie in wait among the
rocks. Even less is it given to man to descend those six incomprehensible miles
into the recesses of the abyss, where reign utter silence and unvarying cold and
eternal night.4’?

Scientific studies of living things (human as well as non-human entities) typ-
ically involve attempts to understand the conditions that regulate the existence
of these entities. However, in order to recreate their experiential perspectives,
a necessary requirement is that the object of our study is a life form that is

471 A thought experiment that recreates the experiences of a character in a factual or fictive
scenario.
472 Carson, 1937: 55.
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capable of having physical and/or mental experiences. In the latter case, this
may in turn entail cognitive processes such as consciousness, intellect, per-
ception, emotion, agency, will, and so forth. Whereas it can be difficult
enough (or even impossible) to recreate the experiential perspectives of other
fellow human beings, it is undoubtedly even more challenging to get access
to the experiences of entities that have other physical and mental constitutions
than ourselves.

This aspect is emphasized, for example, in Thomas Nagel’s (1974) paper,
“What is it like to be a bat?” It was written as part of a broader claim about
the nature of consciousness and the inaccessibility of other minds. As an illus-
tration, Nagel refers to an encounter between humans and microbats that use
echolocation (sonar) to navigate their environments. According to Nagel,
“[e]ven if I could by gradual degrees be transformed into a bat, nothing in my
present constitution enables me to imagine what the experiences of such a fu-
ture stage of myself thus metamorphosed would be like.”*”* That is, even
knowing all the objective facts about bats, we cannot know what their subjec-
tive experience is really like.

In contrast to Nagel’s account, narratologist David Herman (2018) ex-
plores how storytelling practices accommodate to nonhuman subjects and
their modalities of experience. By suggesting a “narratology beyond the hu-
man,” his aim is to underscore the interconnectedness between humans and
other creatures. Given this, Herman investigates how different strategies for
portraying nonhuman agents can contribute to a broader attitude towards ani-
mal life. At the same time, he acknowledges the severe risk of anthro-
morphism in such a project. In light of Libby and Kaufman’s (2012) account,
I argue that it may, for instance, be asked whether it can result in anything else
than “perspective-taking.” That is, if a person uses conceptual knowledge
about his/her own self to estimate how another entity might respond to a situ-
ation, it is plausible that s/he creates an anthropomorphized version of such
experiences.

In this dissertation, Nagel’s and Herman’s claims serve as a background to
my discussion of scientific thought experiments whose aim is to recreate the
experience of a narrated character (in this case, a non-human subject). How-
ever, while the aim of many cases of fictive literature is to recreate the expe-
riences of non-human creatures, this is not typically the aspiration of most
scientific thought experiments. Instead, a more common strategy is that the
thought-experimenting scientist imaginatively positions him/herself as an ex-
periencing subject in order to simulate the possible behavior pattern (but not
the experiential perspective) of the investigated targets. However, since this is
a more distanced and neutral kind of approach, it can be carried out by prop-
ositional imagination (that may or may not include mental imagery) just as

473 Nagel, 1974: 439.
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well as experiential imaginings. It could, for example, be the case that a sci-
entist merely supposes that something is the case, and then hypothesizes about
how relevant aspects of this state of affairs may develop.

Thought experiments of type (b)*"* are particularly relevant for scientific
branches whose objects of investigation lack the physical and mental require-
ments of having what we, in general, refer to as “experiences.” This is the case
in physics, for instance, where the objects of study are those of matter, its
motion through space and time, and related entities of energy and force. In
chemistry, it is rather the composition, structure, properties, and behavior of
atoms, molecules, and ions that are of prime interest. This is the case, for ex-
ample, in the thought experiment of Newton’s bucket, in which the thought
experimenter recreates the experience of seeing how a bucket filled with water
and hung by a cord behaves under certain circumstances (Section 3.6.2). Ac-
cording to Nancy Nersessian (1992b, 2007), such a procedure involves the
manipulation of a mental model. By engaging in such “simulative reasoning,”
Nersessian argues, scientists such as Tesla, Maxwell, and Einstein have been
able to provide novel empirical data.

In what follows, I shall take a closer look at one thought experiment that
contains experiential imaginings of this kind: Albert Einstein’s simulation of
what it would be like to pursue a light beam.

6.4.1.2 Einstein’s light beam-experience

In Autobiographical notes (1949), Albert Einstein recounts in retrospect how,
as a sixteen-year-old boy, he imagined himself pursuing a light beam:

...a paradox upon which I had already hit at the age of sixteen: If I pursue a
beam of light with the velocity c (velocity of light in a vacuum), I should ob-
serve such a beam of light as an electromagnetic field at rest though spatially
oscillating. There seems to be no such thing, however, neither on the basis of
experience nor according to Maxwell's equations. From the very beginning it
appeared to me intuitively clear that, judged from the standpoint of such an
observer, everything would have to happen according to the same laws as for
an observer who, relative to the earth, was at rest. For how should the first
observer know or be able to determine, that he is in a state of fast uniform
motion? One sees in this paradox the germ of the special relativity theory is
already contained. 47

As we can see, Einstein himself writes that this imagining was influenced by
two essential factors. One the one hand, (a) in his imagination he recreated the
experiential perspective of what it would be like to travel so fast that he caught
up with a light beam; and on the other hand, (b) this experience in turn pre-
sented serious problems for the theoretical framework available at the time

474 A thought experiment in which the thought-experimenting agent recreates the experience of
him/herself observing the narrated entity/entities in question.
475 Einstein, 1949: 52-53.
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(Maxwell’s equations). In terms of (a), however, it should be noticed that this
characterization goes beyond having purely mental imagery of the imagined
scenario. That is, although Einstein’s thought experiment clearly involves vis-
ual elements, it is above all its experiential character that lends it a certain
persuasive force.

A relevant distinction can be made, nevertheless, between the original
thought process of young Einstein (in which he imaginatively simulated the
experience of travelling on a light beam), and the narrated thought experiment
that he later made public. That is, of which of them can we accurately say that
the actual “experimentation” is carried out? The question doesn’t become any
easier if we also consider the fact that the theoretical “breakthrough” to which
Einstein’s thought eventually contributed, came years after his initial experi-
ence.

Consequently, I suggest that the light-beam experiment was generated
through a two-stage-process: at the primary level of thought experimentation,
a problem is identified in Einstein’s own imagination. However, it is not until
the second level (taking place after a period of reflection) that the experience
turns into a narrated illustration of a certain theoretical framework. Therefore,
even though second-level thought experimenting might generate understand-
ing in a wider audience, it now has the form of a “guided experience” rather
than the first-hand experience the initial “imaginer” had. Thus, even if both
primary- and second-level thought experimentation recreated the experiences
of a person travelling on a light beam, the former would assimilate our own
imagination into the narrative trails blazed by the author.

In second-level thought experimenting of this kind, consequently, we have
a scientific practice that incorporates both narrative elements and the re-crea-
tion of experiential perspectives. This obviously contradicts the argument that
science only involves abstract, logico-deductive reasoning. Rather, it is con-
sistent with David Herman’s (2008) proposal that we should also explore the
possible role of stories in shaping putatively non-narrative modes of explana-
tion. As an example, Herman compares the role of the observer in quantum
theoretical experiments with the impossibility of narration without a view-
point. Given this, he proposes that explanations based on qualia need to be
construed as intrinsic to the work of science:

Such qualia based explanations involve the impact of events on the real or im-
agined consciousnesses that register them; they can thus be argued to share
with stories the core feature of experientiality. At the very least, this example
again suggests the importance of dovetailing microstructural with macrostruc-
tural accounts of the relations between narrative and science. At issue here is
how the ineliminability of the observer’s role in theoretical experiments—a
structural requirement that invites comparison with the impossibility of narra-
tion without a viewpoint—bears on strategies for constructing scientific
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knowledge claims as detached from particular perspectives and their attendant
biases. 47

6.4.2 Religious thought experiments

In Chapter four (Section 4.7.2.1) I distinguished between two categories of
thought experimentation. In the first group, we find narratives that are given
their thought experimenting function in retrospect (RTE'). The second cate-
gory, in contrast, consists of narratives that were intentionally designed to
have “thought experimenting qualities” (RTE?). In the latter group, for in-
stance, we find thought experiments that are characterized by their argumen-
tative and critical use of reason in combination with a content that has reli-
gious relevance.

Furthermore, it was argued that the category “religious thought experimen-
tation” is somewhat elusive, and thus is able to take various forms and/or com-
bine characteristic features of different kinds of narration and reasoning. As a
way to broaden the conceptualization of religious thought experiments even
further, I suggested that there are specific kinds of religious thought experi-
ment that are more concerned with the imaginative recreation of experiential
perspectives than with purely philosophical argumentation. As an example I
referred to The Spiritual Exercises of St. Ignatius. Here the attendant is asked
to place him/herself imaginatively in a Gospel setting and to recreate the ex-
periential perspectives of the characters present. That is, while Jesus, Lazarus,
or Mary Magdalene (or some other character) serve as scriptural models for
the involved agent, they don’t function as a thought experiment until s/he im-
aginatively and spiritually engages in — and is challenged by — this new iden-
tification.

In the next section, I shall focus specifically on narratives that belong to the
category RTE'. By doing so, I am able to examine thought experimenting be-
havior that is already part of a certain religious environment (while not neces-
sarily being referred to as “thought experiments” in these contexts). That is,
while such narratives don’t have exactly the same features and functions as
their scientific counterparts, they do invite the participant into a specific kind
of “imaginative experimentation.” This procedure, in turn, is constrained by
the theoretical requirements, aims, and underlying background assumptions
that each religious tradition sets. This means, in particular, that they are con-
nected to the thought-experimenting agent’s life situation as a whole and to
his/her aim for existential intelligibility.

476 Herman, 2008: 466-467.
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6.4.2.1 Religious thought experiments and understanding

In Section 4.7.3, religious thought experimentation was associated with reli-
gious understanding. Instead of merely knowing isolated pieces of infor-
mation, understanding requires that a subject “grasps” the relationships within
the particular object of understanding. According to Wayne Riggs’s defini-
tion, it is an epistemic state that “requires a deep appreciation, grasp, or aware-
ness of how its parts fit together, what role each one plays in the context of
the whole, and of the role it plays in the larger scheme of things.”*”

Something similar can also be said about meaning-making (Ex-M), I argue.
That is, it is a procedure that “connects things” and enables an awareness of
the possible relationships among things, events, and relationships.” At the
same time, the discussions about understanding are typically more concerned
with factivity than what discussions about meaning-making are usually are. In
the latter case, the primary focus is on how “meaning” functions in people’s
lives rather than its possible truth status. What religious understanding and
meaning-making have in common, however, is that both relates to the overall
aim of religious practice — namely, to make the world existentially intelligible.

In what follows, I shall return to The Spiritual Exercises of St. Ignatius and
discuss them in light of the concept of religious understanding. I shall also
examine what role that experiential imagination may play in this process.

As a way to broaden the conceptualization of religious thought experi-
ments, [ suggested — in Section 6.4.2 — that The Spiritual Exercises enable a
thought-experimenting procedure that is more concerned with the imaginative
recreation of experiential perspectives than with purely philosophical argu-
mentation. That is, they are concerned with “what it would be like” to have
the experiences and commitments of certain biblical characters. If a religious
narrative is to function in this kind of thought-experimenting manner, it is
necessary that the reader be able to see his/her own life in continuity with the
narrative. . In order for this to take place, I propose that experiential imagina-
tion is an essential component.

As a way to illustrate this claim, I shall now take a quick detour to the
historical debate about the analogous relationship between sensory, imagina-
tive, and spiritual senses. This debate arose from the fact that, throughout his-
tory, many authors have used sensory language in order to express encounters
with the divine.*® For this reason, some theologian argued that our corporeal
senses of sight, hearing, taste, and touch have analogical spiritual counterparts.
That is, while the corporeal senses are said to apprehend physical objects, the

477 Riggs 2003: 217.

479 Baumeister 1991: 15.

480 Church Father Origen of Alexandria (c.184-c. 253) talks, for example, about “the divine
senses of the inner man” (drawing on Rom 7:22, 2 Cor. 4:16), and in his writings he employs a
number of sensory terms. Among other things, Origen asks the reader to see God with “the eyes
of the mind,” speak with “bodiless voice,” to “smell with no sensible organs of perception,”
and so forth (Gavrilyuk and Coakley 2012).
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spiritual senses are said to perceive spiritual and extra-corporeal entities. Thus,
according to authors such as Augustin Poulain (1950), Karl Rahner (1979 a,
b), and Hans Urs von Balthasar (1982), the descriptions of mystical encounters
with God should be understood as analogical rather than metaphorical. From
their perspective, the operation of the spiritual senses is akin to the operation
of physical sensation. That is, when we see, touch, taste, or hear God, we are
engaged in a sensory relationship, although a spiritual one.

Of special interest for this dissertation is the differentiation between the
spiritual and the imaginative senses that some of these theologians in this de-
bate have made. When applied to religious practices such as The Spiritual Ex-
ercises, it has become a matter of dispute. In particular, this concerned the
passage where Ignatius of Loyola speaks about “the application of the senses”
and “the sight of imagination” (Section 4.1.2). What theologians such as
Achillles Gagliardi (1882) and Juan Polanco (1955) disagreed on, conse-
quently, was whether these exercises were supposed to involve the spiritual or
the imaginative senses. According to Gagliardi, it is plausible that Ignatius
spoke about the spiritual senses — particularly since the application of “senses”
occurs in the context of prayer. Polanco’s contrary opinion was that it is pos-
sible to interpret the passage as referring to both options. For him, the choice
of interpretation depends rather on how experienced in prayer the practitioner
is. For someone with little experience, “the application of the senses” refers to
the imaginative senses. By contrast, someone who is more practiced makes
use of the spiritual senses.*!

The view that most clearly resembles the interactive view (which this dis-
sertation promotes), however, is the one expressed by Hans Urs von Balthasar.
In contrast to both Gagliardi and Polanco, he didn’t see it a choice of either
imaginative or spiritual senses. Instead, he acknowledged that “attunement”
to the mysteries of salvation requires a continuity between the two of them.
The application of imagination to the mysteries of faith in turn results — ac-
cording to von Balthasar — in a specific kind of spiritual prayer:

The “attunement’ of man to the mysteries of salvation plays the greatest roles
in the Spiritual Exercises: man’s disposition is to "correspond” and be harmo-
nized, and this correspondence must be prayed for; however, as far as possible
it must be created and acquired by man himself so that, in his spiritual-sensual
totality, man may come to experience and realize the contemplated mysteries
by ‘applying his five senses’ to it.*8?

The continuity between the spiritual and the imaginative senses, I argue, re-
lates in turn to an interaction between religious beliefs and imaginings. That
is, whereas beliefs provide the starting point for the thought-experimenting
agent, experiential imagination transforms the doxastic content into sources

481 McInroy 2012: 21; Gavrilyuk and Coakley 2012.
482 Balthasar, 1982: 298.
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of religious understanding and/or meaning-making. By imaginatively experi-
encing what it would be like to have certain experiences, The Spiritual Exer-
cises thereby enable a multifaceted grasp of, rather than merely knowing, iso-
lated pieces of information.

One way to describe this thought-experimenting procedure, therefore, is to
say that it functions as an “interpretative frame” that enables us to make sense
of reality in a certain manner (either as understanding or as meaning-making).
However, within the constraints that the narrative sets, the thought-experi-
menting agent is able to try different perspectives on — and responses to — the
narrated content. Depending on how s/he approaches this procedure, it can
entail a varied number of imaginative and spiritual elements. In this case, I
interpret the concept of “spiritual senses” as having a critical relation to T-Ex.
For this reason, a purely fictionalist engagement in thought experiments can
be part of an individual’s existential meaning-making (for example, as a way
to explore the human condition) but not of a genuine spiritual quest. At the
same time, it is a procedure that — as von Balthasar argues, for example —
requires an interaction between spiritual senses (which I interpret as being
truth-normed) and imagination (which doesn’t have truth as its constitutive
aim).

Similar to my discussion of religious rituals (Section 6.3.3), I therefore ar-
gue that this operation can be seen in light of Catherine Elgin’s concept of
“true enough” and Amy Kind’s and Peter Kung’s distinction between the
transcendent and the instructive use of imagination. In Chapter four, I associ-
ated these phenomena with “religious seeing” (which, in turn, entails a dy-
namic between interpretative frames and aspect perception). Influenced by
Zagzebski’s suggested link between understanding and techne (skill) I also
argued that religious understanding entails a specific kind ritual know-how
(Section 6.3.3). One of the necessary skills that religious understanding in-
volves, consequently, is an ability to be transported into the narrative content
of a ritual. In the case of religious thought experiments (belonging to the cat-
egory of RTE"), I propose that they require transportation of a similar kind.

It is important to notice, however, that the concepts of true enough, the
transcendent/instructive use of imagination, interpretative models, and aspect
perception can be accurately applied to a scientific setting as well. In Chapter
seven [ shall return to this issue and discuss the possible resemblances and/or
differences between how these phenomena occur in scientific and in religious
environments. However, before doing so, it is necessary to return to the ques-
tion that was posed in Section 6.4 — that is, do scientific and religious thought
experiments relate to the phenomenon of “transportation” in similar or distinct
ways?
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6.4.3 Experiential imagination in science and religion

In this chapter, I have given special attention to the use of experiential imagi-
nation in religious rituals and in scientific and religious thought experiments.
However, it has not being argued that experiential imagination is operative in
all kinds of thought experimentation. For this reason, I mentioned in Chapters
three and four that one can distinguish between an imagistic, a propositional,
and an experiential approach to thought experiments. According to the imag-
istic approach (which for has long time has been the common view) the
thought-experimenting procedure entails sensory (primarily visual) imagina-
tion. In recent years, nonetheless, an alternative view has been proposed by
Fiona Salis and Roman Frigg (2020). As they see it, mental imagery is unnec-
essary for the performance of thought experiments. The only form of imagi-
nation that is operative in these processes is of a propositional character, Salis
and Frigg argue. According to the third account (the experiential approach),
in turn, thought experiments invite subjects to make use of experiential imag-
ination. This is a relatively unexplored perspective in relation to thought ex-
periments (but not in relation to narratives in general).

A proposal that comes close to my own account, however, is Alice Mur-
phy’s (2020) pluralist account of imagination in relation to scientific thought
experiments. According to her, “different thought experiments invite different
types of cognitive activity.”*** As an example of a thought experiment that
only requires propositional imagination, Murphy mentions Darwin’s “imagi-
nary illustration” of the wolf that preys on various animals (which was quoted
in Section 3.6.2). Here we are asked to imagine a situation in which the prey
has decreased in numbers and — because of the lack of food — only “the swiftest
and slimmest wolves would have the best chance of surviving, and so be pre-
served or selected.”*® In this case, according to Murphy, it is enough that the
thought-experimenting agent grasps the propositional content of the thought
experiment. That is, it’s not necessary that we also have mental imagery of a
wolf or recreate the experiences that such an animal may have. Nonetheless,
in other thought experiments it is necessary that we also engage in imagistic
or experiential imagining. In the case of the latter, Murphy doesn’t explicitly
refer to it as “experiential imagination.” At the same time, it seems as if her
reasoning (at least implicitly) acknowledges the involvement of such imagin-
ings:

What other candidates are there for thought experiments that ask us to do more
than to consider a set of propositions (i.e., those that ask us to put ourselves in
a particular situation, visualize a state of affairs, or imagine what we would
observe)? An example is Einstein’s elevator. Here, we have a shift in perspec-
tive between two different people, and we think about what they would see.

483 Murphy 2020: 964.
484 Darwin 1895/1964: 90-91.
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Yet another case from Einstein, the chasing a beam of light thought experi-
ment, is similar: Maxwell’s electromagnetism and Newtonian mechanics give
different predictions as to what one would observe, and the thought experiment
allows us to grasp the force of this tension.*

In a similar way, it appears as if Michael Stuart (2016) refers to an experiential
kind of imagination when he discusses the thought experiment of Maxwell’s
demon (Section 3.6.2). The aim of the thought experiment is to illustrate the
possibility of violating the second law of thermodynamics.**® In order to do
so, Maxwell introduces an imaginary creature (a demon) that is capable of
detecting the motions of individual gas molecules. This demon controls, in
turn, a small door between two compartments of gas. In one of them, there is
cold gas with fast-moving molecules, and in the other chamber there is warm
gas with slower-moving molecules. Because of the speed with which the de-
mon opens and shuts the door, only the swifter gas molecules can flow from
one chamber to the other. As a result, one of the chambers warms up while the
other cools down. Since this increases entropy, Maxwell’s demon is a hypo-
thetical illustration of how the second law of thermodynamics may be vio-
lated.

One aspect of this thought experiment on which Stuart comments is the fact
that we are asked to visualize the molecules from the perspective of the de-
mon. The only way we can succeed with such a project, according to Stuart,
is to use analogous reasoning as a way to imagine what such a visual experi-
ence would be like:

We may have trouble imagining a being that can see molecules, but if we im-
agine ourselves in an analogous position, say, in control of a sliding door, sur-
rounded by molecules which act like medium sized rubber balls, we understand
the scenario perfectly.*®

I suggest that analogous reasoning of this kind involves experiential imagina-
tion and transportation. In the latter case, the mental “travel” is achieved by a
combination of experience-taking and perspective-taking. That is, while I im-
agine the perspective of the demon (experience-taking), I do so by consulting
the conceptual knowledge that I already have (perspective-taking).

485 Murphy 2020: 965.

Einstein’s elevator — a thought experiment in which Einstein imagines an observer inside a
closed space, like an elevator, that is equipped with a complete physics lab. Inside the closed
lab one can perform any physics experiment, but one cannot communicate directly with observ-
ers or the world outside the closed laboratory. By mean of this thought experiment, Einstein
realized that no experiment performed inside the closed lab could distinguish between the lab’s
being in a strong gravitational field and its being accelerated rapidly upward. He concluded that
a general theory of relativity, one valid for transformations between mutually accelerated
frames of reference, would therefore also have to be a theory of gravity

486 According to the second law of thermodynamics, the total entropy of an isolated system can
never decrease over time, and is constant if and only if all processes are reversible.

487 Stuart 2016: 27.
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While different thought experiments make use of different types of imagi-
nation, I have chosen to give special attention to those that involve experiential
imagination. The motivation behind this strategy is that it enables us to take
into account a subjective dimension that is typically associated with religion,
but not necessarily with science. This aspect was briefly touched upon earlier
in this chapter, in David Herman’s (2008) quote about qualia-based explana-
tions (Section 6.4.1.2). Such explanations involve “the impact of events on the
real or imagined consciousnesses that register them,”**® Herman argues. That
is, even if science aims at knowledge claims that are detached from particular
perspectives and their attendant biases, there are still certain parts of the sci-
entific project that contains qualia-based experientiality (for example, the role
of the observer in quantum theoretical experiments). Furthermore, it can also
be the case (for example, in some forms of thought experimentation) that the
road to scientific understanding goes through qualia-based experiences and
“true enough” idealizations that, at a later stage, are subject to methods of
justification.

While science and religion aim at different forms of intelligibility, I argue
that both of them entail practices that make use of experiential imagination
and transportation. In the case of religious understanding, it is associated with
a way of life in which experiences are essential for making the world existen-
tially intelligible. For this reason, religious practices and claims cannot be jus-
tified by the same methods that we use to warrant scientific hypotheses. How-
ever, this is not same as saying that religion lacks truth-normativity altogether.
What it does imply, nonetheless, is that there are many (and often inaccessible)
dimensions to the concept of truth (T-Ex) in a religious setting. For this reason,
I consider “religious understanding” to be a more accurate term than “religious
knowledge” (since knowledge is often associated with justified true beliefs).
It is important to notice, however, that understanding is an epistemic gain that
fits particularly well with scientific intelligibility as well. Furthermore, I argue
that, in order to explicate what scientific and religious understanding entail,
the role of imagination is of specific value. In the seventh and last Chapter of
this dissertation, therefore, this is an aspect to which I shall give further atten-
tion.

6.5 Summary

In this chapter, I focus on the possible role that experiential imagination may
play when subjects engage in scientific or religious practices. Although such
engagement can take various forms, most attention is given to scientific and
religious thought experimentation and (in the religious case) ritual involve-
ment.

488 Herman, 2008:466-467.
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In this examination, I use the narratological concept of “transportation” as
an analytical tool. It describes a situation in which an agent is transported into
a fictional or factual narrative and becomes immersed in it. This can, on the
one hand, take the form of experience-taking: assuming the identity of a char-
acter in a narrative and simulates the character’s thoughts, emotions, and be-
havior as if were one’s own. On the other hand, it can take the form of per-
spective-taking: using conceptual knowledge about one’s own self to estimate
how a protagonist might respond to or experience a situation. In my elabora-
tion, I reject an overly narrow distinction between these two categories and
argue that self-involvement is a necessary element in both. That is, when a
subject recreates the experience of a narrated character, their experiential im-
agination is informed by, but not limited by, their own self.

Transportation entails, in my usage, a preservation of cognitive quarantine
by which the imagined state of affairs only effects a restricted domain. In ad-
dition, I argue that this cognitive mechanism involves a shift of cognitive at-
tention. That is, whereas attention enables the transition between beliefs and
imaginings, it also constitutes an essential aspect of the process by which they
are distinguished from each other. As a result, a subject does not literally “for-
get” about their actual beliefs but temporarily directs attention away from
them.

In the case of religious rituals, it is assumed that they have a narrative sub-
stance into which the ritual participant is transported. By doing so, (a) the in-
dividual is able to try on alternative selves while, simultaneously, (b) staying
within the experiential categories that are provided by their religious tradition.
Through such a journey, the participant is able to exist in a liminal space be-
tween the ritual world and the outside world. This in-between character, in
turn, enables various kinds of transformations. Instead of seeing this phenom-
enon as a case of “imaginative identification” (in which the imaginer meta-
physically becomes their imagined alternative self), [ saw this as the result of
a constant interaction between imaginings and beliefs. That is, even if experi-
ential imagination allows us to explore alternative ritual identities, we are gen-
erally well aware of the distinction between what is “real” in the outside world
(according to our beliefs) and what is imagined. This is, in turn, consistent
with the position of interactivism, which was formulated in Chapter five.

To attain religious knowledge or understanding, religious rituals must be,
in some sense, related to T-Ex (existential truth). That is, even if rituals entail
imaginative elements, they must at least have truth as a non-constitutive aim.
If they lack any reference to truth whatsoever, they can only give rise to truth-
independent meaning-making. All the same, I suggest that ritual engagement
generates various kinds of epistemic gains. Given the multifaceted and often
self-involving character of this type of procedure, “religious understanding”
seems to be the term that most accurately describes the epistemic contribution
of rituals.
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For scientific thought experiments, I focus on those with operational power
that requires that the hypothetical scenario be approached from a certain ex-
periential perspective. It is argued that such a strategy can take either of two
forms: (a) to recreate the experiences of the protagonist of the fictional sce-
nario or (b) to recreate the experience of oneself observing the protagonist.
While there are some scientific thought experiments that make use of the for-
mer strategy, [ argue that it is necessary to problematize whether, in fact, it is
possible to recreate the experiential perspectives of all forms of entity that the
natural world contains. For this reason, it is more common that scientific
thought experiments recreate the experience of a thought experimenting agent
observing the protagonist. This, for example, is the case in Albert Einstein’s
thought experiment of how he pursues a light beam.

When discussing religious thought experiments and experiential imagina-
tion, I give special attention to those that involve recreating the experiential
perspective of prominent spiritual figures. As my prime example of this cate-
gory, I use The Spiritual Exercises of St. Ignatius. In these practices, the at-
tendant is provided with existentially and religiously significant situations to
explore and in relation to which s/he is to position her/himself. That is, by
allowing the attendant to imaginatively examine what it would be like to have
certain experiences, the practices enable a multifaceted form of religious un-
derstanding.
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7 The role of imagination in science and
religion

7.1 Introduction

In this chapter 1 shall return to — and suggest answers to — the research ques-
tions that were formulated in Chapter one. These are the following:

(1) How should we philosophically conceptualize the mental capacity of
imagination?

(2) What forms and functions does imagination have in scientific and reli-
gious practices?

(3) In what ways, if any, do these imaginative forms and functions in sci-
ence and religion (primarily Christianity) distinguish themselves from
each other?

(4) Do the answers to questions 1-3 in any way influence the understand-
ing that we (as scientists and human individuals in general) should
have of what science and religion is or ought to be?

While the second and third questions have been at the center of attention in
the previous chapters, the first and the fourth questions have only surfaced
indirectly as background to my discussion. This, however, has been an inten-
tional neglect, since my answers to the first and the fourth research questions
depend on the observations that I make in relation to them. That is, the aim is
to let my examination of the use of imagination in science and religion to in-
fluence (a) how I philosophically conceptualize this mental state and (b) how
I understand the phenomena of science and religion.

In what follows, I shall discuss the first and the fourth research question in
their own right, whereas the second and third questions will be put in relation
to each other. The choice to approach them in this manner — instead of treating
them separately — has to do with their overlapping tendencies. That is, even
though they emphasize different issues, they open up discussions that intersect
with each other. For this reason, it is beneficial to tie them to each other.
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7.2 The conceptualization of imagination

In the present section, I shall —in light of previous chapters — discuss how the
mental state of imagination should be philosophically conceptualized. This is
done as an answer to the first research questions that were posed in Chapter
one.

(1) How should we philosophically conceptualize the mental capacity of
imagination?

As the section proceeds, I shall suggest that the phenomenon of imagination
is characterized by heterogeneity, truth-independence, irreducibility, interac-
tivity, and meaning-making. From my examination in Sections 7.2.1-7.2.5, in
turn, I shall identify three functions that imagination has in science and reli-
gion

7.2.1 Heterogeneity

As noticed in the previous chapters, the concept “imagination” is associated
with a number of different mental activities. As a result, an individual’s en-
joyment of fiction, deliberate hypothetical reasoning, unbidden day-dreaming,
or consideration of someone else’s perspective are all described as imagina-
tive activities. Given this heterogeneity, there is a tendency among contempo-
rary philosophers to shy away from all-embracing definitions of this mental
state.

One way to avoid the task of defining imagination is to restrict one’s focus
to one specific form of this mental capacity. Another strategy is to abstain
from giving a substantive characterization of it while, at the same time, mak-
ing comparisons with other mental states. In line with this way of reasoning,
it has been argued, for example, that imagination is belief-like,*® desire-
like*?, and perception-like*', while not being reducible to any of these states.

The most common way to approach the heterogeneous nature of imagina-
tion, however, is to distinguish between different #pes of imaginings. It has
been proposed, for example, that distinctions should be made between propo-
sitional and sensory imagining,** creative and recreative imagining,**imag-
ining “from the inside” and imagining “from the outside”,*”* and so forth. In
this dissertation, I have used a similar strategy, and have differentiated be-
tween propositional, sensory, experiential, and creative imagination.

489 Arcangeli 2018; Currie and Ravenscrioft, 2002; Nichols 2006 a; Van Leuween 2014.
490 Currie, 2010; Doggett and Egan 2007.

491 Currie and Ravenscroft, 2002; Kind 2001.

492 For example, Stock, 2017.

493 Currie and Ravenscroft 2002.

494 For example, Williams 1973; Wollheim 1973; Peacock 1985.
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At the same time, I think it is justified to question whether one and the same
mental phenomenon can in fact do all the work that has been assigned to im-
agination — that is, whether one and the same mental state can actually satisfy
the various roles attributed to imagination.*> Even so, in the present study I
have chosen to use imagination as an umbrella term for different types of im-
aginings. While displaying a variety of phenomenological differences, they
have a common denominator namely, their ability to represent a state of affairs
without any requirement on the imagining agent’s part that s/he must consider,
wish, or expect that the imagined state of affairs is indeed the case.

7.2.2 Truth-independence

In contrast to mental states like such as belief and perception, imagination
doesn’t have a direct relationship to truth. By allowing us to think about con-
cepts in non-truth-bound way, imagination can therefore enable discovery or
invention of alternative perspectives of the present state of affairs. For this
reason, imagination has a close association with creativity, which can either
be historical-, personal-, combinatorial-, explorative-, or transformational
(Section 2.5).4°

As a way to explicate the role that imagination plays in creativity, I argued
in Chapter two that “creative imagination” is a hybrid category. That is, it
consists of a variety of imaginings that contribute to ideas and creations that
defy expectation and convention, are considered valuable, and are the result
of agency and deliberate action. As examples, I referred to conceptual blend-
ing, pretense, counterfactual supposition, and aspect perception. What kinds
of ideas or actions that count as “creative,” however, is dependent on the par-
ticular context in which they take place. That is, imagination can enable crea-
tivity in situations of pure fantasy and play as well as in truth-normed explo-
rations and the search for knowledge/understanding. In order to be epistemi-
cally relevant, however, it is required that imaginings operate within “the con-
straints of Reality.”*” That is, even if imagination isn’t world-sensitive by
nature, it can have truth as a non-constitutive aim.

495 For a discussion of this question, see Kind 2013.

496 Margaret Boden 1994, 2004.

Historical creativity: the product/action/idea may never have occurred before.

Personal creativity: the product/action/idea is novel relative to some individual mind.
Combinatorial creativity: a capacity to combine things that are not normally associated with
each other, but that turn out to have an unexpected, relevant, and enlightening connection.
Explorative creativity: takes place in the context of a discipline that is governed by a codified
set of rules or principles. While working within these rules, individuals can still come up with
creative ideas and solutions.

Tranformational creativity: individuals go beyond the limits of a discipline’s conceptual space
and transform the set of rules that governs it.

497 “All imaginings arise from the subject’s mind in such a way that the constraint of Reality is
necessarily inoperative, whether through substituting one’s will for Reality or through confus-
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As a result, while an innovative discovery may arise from unconstrained
thought processes, it is necessary that it — in order to be justified — fits the facts
of the world (as we know it).**® This ambiguous relation towards truth — being
truth-independent while, on certain occasions, having truth as a non-constitu-
tive aim — is reflected in the transcendent and the instructive uses of imagina-
tion.*”” While the former enables us to escape or look beyond the present re-
alities, the latter allows us to learn about the world as it is.

7.2.3 TIrreducibility

Another aspect that deserves further investigation is, I argue, the extent to
which imagination is distinct from — and irreducible to — mental states such as
remembering, believing, and desiring.

In the case of memory, a number of recent neuroscientific and psychologi-
cal studies indicate that the distinction between remembering and imagining
is more obscured than what is typically assumed. For instance, an important
discovery is that the cognitive and neural processes that support past and fu-
ture thinking have striking similarities.’® In light of such findings, several
current papers have sought to explicate the neurocognitive machinery that un-
derlies the human ability to (re)construct past and future representations. In
many of these studies it is argued, in turn, that episodic memory>°' is particu-
larly well-suited to supporting acts of imagination.’”* That is, in the case of
imagination, it can enable us to envisage alternate outcomes to events that
have already occurred (counterfactual thinking) as well as possible future
events.

In this context, the proposed link between remembrance and imagining
serves as an example of the complexity of the mental state of imagination. For
this reason, the view promoted in this dissertation is that it is likely that imag-
inative operations typically entail interactions between various mental states
and activities. This is not the same, however, as saying that imagination is
reducible to any of these states or attitudes. Thus I advocate a view that has
differences from — as well as similarities with — Peter Langland-Hassan’s
(2020) account. According to him, imagination can be broken down into more

ing ‘subjective Reality’ with Reality itself. The fact that the mind acts here, not as a representa-
tive of Reality but in direct opposition, guarantees that imaginings must be cognitively void.”
(O’Shaughnessy 2000: 359). Kind 2018a: 240-241, 243.

4% 1t is important to notice, nonetheless, that certain epistemic states — understanding, in partic-
ular — involve more dimensions than merely an increase in justified true beliefs.

499 Kind and Kung 2016: 1.

300 For example, Tulving 1985; Klein, Loftus and Kihlstrom 2002; Okuda et al. 2003;
D’Argembeau and Van der Linden 2006.

301 The capacity to recollect past experiences.

302 For example, Addis, Wong and Schacter 2007; Schacter, Addis and Buckner 2007; Buckner
and Carroll, 2007; Klein 2013; Michelian, 2016; Mullally and Maguire 2014; Schacter, Benoit
and Szpunar, 2017; Ward 2016.
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basic folk psychological states and processes (such as belief, desire, intention,
and so forth). That is, when a subject imagines, s’he doesn’t make use of a
distinct faculty of the mind that is quarantined from other mental states. Ra-
ther, as Langland-Hassan sees it, complex attitudes (such as imagination) are
constituted by combinations of simple attitudes. Thus, while rejecting the view
that imagining that p is the same as believing or desiring that p, he argues that
“some uses of beliefs, desires, judgments, memories...constitute cases of im-
agining that p.”°"

Since Langland-Hassan explains imagination by way of reduction, his view
is at odds with the perspective of most contemporary philosophers. Here, the
consensus instead is that imagination is a distinct mental state/ attitude (while,
at the same time, being belief-like, desire-like, and so forth).** In a similar
way, | argue that it is accurate to conceptualize imagination as a separate state.
Even if the acts that we call “imagining” are a heterogeneous lot, they share
an ability to represent without aiming at things as they actually and presently
are. Furthermore, they do so without any requirement on the imagining agent’s
part that s/he consider, wish, or expect that the imagined state of affairs is
actually the case. In this way it is different, for instance, from episodic
memory, where the aim, on the contrary, is to recollect past experiences accu-
rately. That is, even if the act of remembering is a (re)constructive procedure
that entails imaginative elements, its goal is to recall the past as truth-fully as
possible. A functional argument against reducing imaginings to other mental
capacities is therefore that imagination is able to do certain operations that
truth-normed mental states are incapable of doing.

7.2.4 Interactivity and cognitive attention

At the same time, I think that Langland-Hassan points to an important aspect:
—namely, the close relationship between different mental states. However, in-
stead of seeing imaginings as combinations of various states and attitudes, |
argue that it is more accurate to talk about a constant interaction between them
and imagination. Furthermore, even if this interplay is governed by the norm
of quarantine, I consider this cognitive mechanism to have a more subtle char-
acter than is usually assumed. In Section 6.3.2 — in relation to religious rituals
— I therefore assigned cognitive attention a two-fold function: to be actively
involved in the transition, and in the distinction, between beliefs and imagin-
ings.>” That is, whereas a shift in attention enables the transition between be-
liefs and imaginings, it also constitutes an essential aspect of the process by
which they are distinguished from each other.

303 Langland-Hassan, 2020:11.

304 For example, Currie and Ravenscroft, 2002, ch.2; Friedman and Leslie 2007:. 115; Gendler,
2006b:183-185; Nichols and Stich 2003; Nichols 2008; Schellenberg 2013; Spaulding, 2015;
Stokes, 2014; Weinberg and Meskin 2006; Doggett and Egan 2007; Liao and Doggett 2014.
307 Liao 2017; Kampa 2018.
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From my perspective, this description fits well with how acts of pretense
and imaginative transportation are carried out. The same can be said about
some of the other situations in which we make deliberate use of imagination:
whether in the form of the intentional use of mental imagery (for example,
visualization), an engagement in counterfactual reasoning, or consideration of
possibilities. That is, in all of these instances we direct our attention towards
an imaginary alternative to the present state of affairs. During such episodes,
we do not literally “forget” our beliefs about the actual and present situation —
we only temporarily shift our attention away from it. However, since these
processes are governed by a very delicate norm of quarantine, our mind is able
to move swiftly and effortlessly between the present and the imagined
“world.”

In the case of aspect perception, in turn, this process looks a bit different.
Here, a shift in attention lights up an aspect that we haven’t noticed before. In
an ambiguous picture such as the duck-rabbit, our initial awareness of one of
the figures (the duck or the rabbit) then develops into an ability to go back and
forth between these perspectives without committing to either of them. For
this reason, it is not so much a question in this case of moving between an
actual and an imaginary state of affairs. Instead, it is an example of how our
perception wanders between two possibilities that are inherent in the visual
data. While perception plays the leading role in this procedure, imagination
enable us to detect alternative ways to respond to the available visual material.

To some extent, this characterization can also be applied to conceptual
forms of imagination — in particular, the form of representations that I (fol-
lowing Elisabeth Camp) refer to as “interpretative frames.” Frames of this
kind — for example, metaphors — temporarily guide us in adopting new per-
spectives and determine what information we notice about a subject. Thus the
creation of a metaphor involves a formalized guidance of our attention. While
the phenomenology of this synthesizing procedure deviates from pretense,
both kinds of imagination enable a shift in attention — that is, a capacity to
discover or invent an alternative perspective to the present state of affairs.

7.2.5 Meaning-making

Meaning- making takes place at all levels of human conduct and has, in many
cases, a critical relationship with the operations of imagination. As a way to
display this aspect, | have made use of Lakoff and Johnsons’ (1980) concep-
tual metaphor “knowing is seeing” (Sections 3.2.1; 4.1.3). Here, as we have
noted, the word “seeing” has a literal as well as a metaphorical meaning. In
the first case, it concerns phenomena that are related to visualizability in some
form — whether as (a) as pure perception; (b) as perception informed by imag-
ination (for example, aspect perception); or as (c) as mental imagery of either
a quasi-perceptual (mental imagery) or a conceptual kind (for example, fig-
urative language). However, when “seeing” is used metaphorically, it refers
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instead to intelligibility — either as meaning-making or as epistemic ways of
making the world comprehensible.

Whereas meaning-making is independent of truth, epistemic gains (such as
knowledge and understanding), as I have conceptualized them, are truth-de-
pendent (either as T-Gen or as T-Ex). It is important to notice, however, that
the states of knowledge and understanding originate as meaning-making pro-
cedures that acquire their epistemic status relative to their relationship to truth.
That is, even if the processes that result in knowledge and understanding in-
volve components that are truth-independent (such as imaginings), they refer,
in some way or another, to actual states of affairs

Thus, as I have utilized the metaphor “knowing is seeing” in this disserta-
tion, it refers to two levels of meaning-making in which imagination is in-
volved: (1) a rudimentary cognitive level, where imaginings operate and affect
our everyday cognition; and (2) a specialized level, where imagination is di-
rected towards specified disciplinary tasks.

In relation to (1), we can consider, for example, the role that imagination
plays when we interpret and make sense of our sensory experiences. While we
can perceive them in a conventional way, our perception can also be informed
by imagination, enabling us to go beyond the confines of the present percep-
tual reality. As a result, whereas imagination is at work in the meaning-making
that occurs through our ordinary perception of the world, it can also be used
to distance ourselves from the present realities (Section 7.2.2). In fact, in many
cases our adaption to the world requires that we distance ourselves from the
current state of affairs, or supplement it with imagined alternative possibili-
ties. As an illustration, we can think about episodes of amodal perception (Sec-
tion 2.2.2) in which mental imagery represents the hidden parts of a perceived
object. This procedure allows us, in turn, to envision the cat’s tail even if it is
occluded by the tree. Given that the cat is endowed with a tail, this is an ex-
ample of meaning-making that fits the facts of the world. However, if the cat
lacked a tail, the amodal perception would give a false image of the cat’s phys-
ical appearance.

Another example of a situation in which the cooperation between imagina-
tion and perception leads to a misinterpretation of reality is when it leads us
to see objects or states of affairs as something other than what they are (the
tree branches are seen as the limbs of a monster, and so forth). However, even
if such episodes give rise to perceptual distortion, they are still examples of
meaning-making. Independent of their level of accuracy, such episodes can
also be seen in light of the literal and the metaphorical senses of “seeing.” That
is, in all of these cases, perception informed by imagination is in the service
of making reality comprehensible.

In the case of (2) — specialized levels on which imagination is directed to-
wards specified disciplinary tasks — meaning-making occurs in relation to
more advanced meaning systems, such as science and religion. In Section 7.3
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I shall discuss the ways in which imagination contributes to their respective
ways of making the world intelligible.

However, before doing so, and as a summary of Sections 7.2.1-7.2.5, I shall
propose a conceptualization of imagination as an answer to the first research
question. Furthermore, as a bridge to Section 7.3, I shall identify three func-
tions that imagination has in scientific and religious practices.

7.2.6 Summary of Section 7.2

As one of the results of my investigation, I propose that we conceptualize im-
agination in the following manner:

Imagination is a heterogeneous mental capacity that involves a variety of im-
aginings that display certain phenomenological variations. The common de-
nominator, however, is their truth-independence. That is, they represent a state
of affairs without any requirement on the imaging agent’s part that s/he con-
sider, wish, or expect that the imagined state of affairs is actually the case.

While being involved in constant interaction with other mental states — such
as belief, perception, and episodic memory — imagination is not reducible to
any of these states. In contrast to truth-normed cognitive operations such as
believing, perceiving, and/or remembering, imagining does not have truth as
a constitutive aim. A functional argument against reducing imaginings to other
mental capacities is that imagination is able to do certain operations that truth-
normed mental states are incapable of doing. The interplay between imagin-
ings and other mental states, in turn, is enabled by a shift in cognitive attention.

By allowing us to go beyond the confines of present realties, imagination
enables creative cognition and the consideration of alternative possibilities. In
different ways, it is also an essential component in a number of rudimentary
and advanced forms of meaning-making. However, whereas imagination can
contribute to meaning-making despite its lack of truth-dependence, there are
situations in which it has truth as a non-constitutive aim. In such cases, imag-
ination becomes epistemically relevant (generating knowledge and/or under-
standing) by being constrained by reality.

In light of this conceptualization — and as a bridge to Section 7.3 — I assert
that imagination fulfils a meaning-making, epistemic, and creative function in
scientific and religious practices. These functions are, in turn, understood in
the following ways:

The meaning-making function:
This function is executed on two levels: (a) a rudimentary cognitive level on
which imaginings affect our interpretation of everyday life, and (b) a more
advanced cognitive level on which imagination is directed towards specified
disciplinary tasks. While the result of the meaning-making procedure can be
true or false, the former type is referred to here as an epistemic state (either as
knowledge or as understanding). However — since meaning-making typically
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requires a grasp of the possible relationships among things, events, and rela-
tionships — it resembles the epistemic state of understanding. Nonetheless, un-
like understanding, the procedure of meaning-making is truth-independent.

The epistemic function:

In order to fulfil this function, imaginings must have truth (either as T-Gen or
as T-Ex) as a non-constitutive aim. While epistemic states such as knowledge
and understanding originate as forms of meaning-making, they becomes epis-
temically in proportion to their ability to generate information that fit the facts
of the world. As a result, a transcendent use of imagination can serve as a
springboard to some epistemic gain. While this applies to the attainment of
both knowledge and understanding, the latter state refers to a broader compre-
hension, and involves more epistemic dimensions than simply an increase in
justified true beliefs. For this reason, this state has been said to involve (a) a
“grasping” of the relationships within the particular object of understanding,
(b) an increase of “cognitive control,” and (¢) know-how.

The creative function:

The creative function is fulfilled when imaginative operations contribute to
ideas and creations that (a) defy expectation and convention, (b) are consid-
ered valuable, and (c) are the result of agency and deliberate action. Depend-
ing on the context of the creative acts or ideas, they can be either truth-normed
or truth-independent — that is, the creative function can be fulfilled in situa-
tions of pure fantasy and play as well as in truth-normed explorations and
searches for knowledge/understanding. In either of these cases, the standard
for what counts as “valuable” is different — except for the obligatory status of
criteria a-c.

How these functions are executed — and in what way they influence the
areas of science and religion as such — is a question that I shall discuss more
thoroughly in Section 7.3.

7.3 The role of imagination in science and religion

In this section, the second and third research questions will be discussed. The
choice to approach them in this manner — instead of treating them separately
— has to do with their overlapping tendencies. That is, even though they em-
phasize different issues, they open up discussions that intersect with each
other. For this reason, it is beneficial to tie them to each other while, at the
same time, acknowledging their separate focuses. The two questions on which
that [ am going to shall focus on are, consequently, are the following two:
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(2) What forms and functions does imagination have in scientific and re-
ligious practices?

(3) In what ways, if any, do these imaginative forms and functions in sci-
ence and religion (primarily Christianity) distinguish themselves from
each other?

7.3.1 The aim of intelligibility

Both science and religion have as their aim to make the world intelligible. In
the case of science, the goal is to make the world technologically and predic-
atively intelligible. What counts as an intelligible theory, however, is depend-
ent on the kinds of qualities that scientists in different disciplines value (for
example, explanatory power, simplicity, accuracy of prediction, visualizabil-
ity, and so forth). In religion, the objective is, rather, to make the world exis-
tentially intelligible — that is, to provide individuals with a framework that
offers existential guidance in a theoretical as well as an embodied and ritual-
ized form.

In different ways, the distinct aims of science and religion influence how
they make use of the epistemic, creative, and meaning-making functions of
imagination. In relation to the epistemic function, one significant deviation,
for example, is that the notion of truth has different connotations in the scien-
tific and religious contexts. As a way of explaining this aspect, I have distin-
guished between T-Gen’”, which I associate with science, and T-Ex*”, which
has a closer relation to religion.

While there are various ways to understand what the position T-Gen refers
to, it is typically associated with some kind of objectivity. That is, instead of
being the result of a subject’s own desires, presuppositions, and particular per-
spectives, truth of this general kind is not limited to a certain context or cir-
cumstance. T-Ex, in turn, is part of an individual’s ambition to make the world
existentially intelligible. In the case of religion, such a procedure is colored
by the particular way of life within which the respective truth-claims are situ-
ated. At the same time, it should be noted that T-Ex doesn’t exist in isolation
from T-Gen. That is, in contrast to truth-independent existential meaning-
making (Ex-M), it is truth-normed. However, in contrast to the justification
procedure of scientific truth claims, we do not have intersubjectively agreea-
ble means by which we can test whether or not our T-Ex claims are justified.

308 Truth in a general sense.
309 Existential truth.
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7.3.2 Interpretative frames

In this dissertation, I have given most attention to the interpretative frames’'
that are constituted by models, metaphors, and analogies. In common to such
framing devices is their ability to guide us temporarily in adopting new per-
spectives and determining what information we notice about a subject. While
such operations can take various forms, I have focused on frames that operate
by comparing a well-known concept (source) to selected characteristics of a
less familiar area (target), so that the former influences our understanding of
the latter.

In the case of figurative language, analogies employ a more precise and
systematic comparison, whereas metaphors also create a shift in the meanings
of the linguistic expressions involved. Since this type of imagining entails im-
agistic representation (although in a conceptual, not a quasi-perceptual form),
it belongs primarily to the category of sensory imagination.

When models are described as operating in a similar kind of metaphorical
manner, I refer to this as “the metaphorical view of models” (Sections 3.4.2;
4.5.3). However, according to “the propositional view of models” (Sections
3.4.1, 4.5.3), the kind of imagination associated with models is taken to be
propositional rather than imagistic. Following Kendall Walton, models are de-
scribed here as representations that prompt our acts of imagination and that
generate fictional truths’!! (by virtue of principles of generation associated
with the practice in question). The operating kind of imagination is of a prop-
ositional kind in this case, and is typically referred to as “make-believe” or
“pretense”.

Instead of choosing between either of these approaches, I promote the view
that scientific and religious models involve both propositional and imagistic
imagination (“the additive view of models,” Sections 3.4.3; 4.5.3). Occasion-
ally, this entails isolated forms of propositional and imagistic imagination; at
other times, these two kinds of imagination cooperate. In such cases, the
model itself is created by conceptual blending, but we approach it with the
propositional attitude of imagination. By taking this attitude towards the
model system, we are able to explore it in non-truth-bound ways.

7.3.2.1 The use of metaphors and models in science

In science, visualizability is a theoretical quality that has turned out to be very
effective in generating scientific understanding. In order to explore certain
phenomena, scientists make use of visual aids: models, conceptual images
(metaphors, analogies), thought experiments, and so forth. As mentioned in

310 Elisabeth Camp
311 True in the appropriate game of make-believe.
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Chapter three, the history of science includes a number of well-known epi-
sodes of imaginative visualization (Section 3.2.1) and scientists with extraor-
dinary visual comprehension®'? (Section 3.2.2).

When a scientific interpretative frame is successful, it enhances scientists’
capacity to describe, predict, and understand the target of investigation. As an
example, we can think of Charles Darwin’s use of the “tree of life” metaphor,
which functions as a schema that assimilates a wide range of ideas associated
with a constantly evolving organic world. Thus, when imagination is success-
fully used in scientific practice, its operations can be associated with both its
epistemic and its creative functions.

At the same time, it should be noted that not all scientific endeavors are
necessarily creative. Furthermore, in case a scientific metaphor or analogy in-
deed generates creative cognition, there’s a difference in degree as to how
much it can enhance scientists’ ability to “think outside the box.” In the case
of “near analogies” (where the target and source are from closely related do-
mains), they are, for example, constrained by existing conceptual structures.
While this kind of “structured imagination™*'* can give rise to creative cogni-
tion, it is primarily of an explorative kind: taking place within the conceptual
structure and the codified set of rules of a certain discipline. In this way, they
are different from “distant analogies” (where the target and source are from
diverging domains), which have a capacity to go beyond the limits of a disci-
pline’s conceptual space and to transform the set of rules that governs it. 5'4

To some extent, one may say that these different types of analogies illus-
trate the constraints as well as the creative possibilities of imagination. As
illustrated by the first level of mediation (Section 3.1.1), imaginings are al-
ways mediated via a particular conceptual framework that constructs and con-
ceptualizes reality in a certain way. For this reason, our use of imagination is
not as free and unconstrained as is often assumed. Nonetheless, as we can tell
from the history of science, there are also examples of when imaginative op-
erations have been able to transform received scientific conceptualizations.

One aspect that needs to be taken into account, however, is that analogies
and metaphors sometimes limit scientific explorations in unwelcome ways.
During the development of quantum mechanics, for example, this became a
matter of discussion. One of the things that was disputed was whether or not
quantum mechanical processes could be comprehended by our general “forms
of thought” (and have a space-time description), or whether they entirely
lacked these qualities (Section 3.3.1).

Another potential danger with imagistic representations is that they may be
influenced by scientists’ unconscious or unconfessed presuppositions and

312 At the same time, it should be noted that visualizability is only one of many preferred qual-
ities that a theory can have.

313 Ward 1994,

514 De Cruz and De Smedt, 2010.
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preferences. In such circumstances, a certain thema guides their imagination,
even if the data or the current theory doesn’t lead them to do so. This kind of
“thematic imagination” may, in turn, influence what kind of strategies and
attitude s/he adopts towards the object of investigation. 3> An additional risk
with scientific metaphors, furthermore, is that they sometimes uphold out-
dated scientific paradigms and, as a result of extensive or repetitive usage, lose
their metaphorical quality (so called “dead” metaphors). It may also be the
case that scientific conceptual imagery — by leading scientists’ attention in a
certain direction — rules out alternative, but just as promising, ways of looking
at a phenomenon.

It is important to notice, however, that scientific representations can be sci-
entifically fruitful without having total representational accuracy. In the case
of idealizations, for instance, they only exemplify the features that we are in-
terested in while neglecting other features. Despite the fact that such represen-
tations aren’t entirely true, they can still facilitate scientific understanding. For
this reason, some philosophers of science refer to models as games of make-
believe,’'¢ fictional narratives,’'? parables,*'® or felicitous falsehoods.*'* How-
ever, just because idealizations (as well as other imaginative components that
science entails) aren’t literally true, this doesn’t mean that they can’t have
truth as a non-constitutive aim. For this reason, I consider the concept of “true
enough” to be particularly useful. In this case, truth is a threshold requirement
for the epistemic relevance of idealized representations. However, what
counts as “true enough” depends on a variety of aspects: the purpose of the
research to which the representation belongs, as well as the function it serves
in a theory and/or explanation.

7.3.2.2 The use of religious metaphors and models

While visualizability is typically seen as a desirable theoretical quality in sci-
ence, this is definitely not the case in apophatic spirituality. Quite the opposite:
here, the strategy is to stress that God/the Ultimate Reality transcends human
thought and language, and therefore is best known by elimination, unknowing,
and a dismissal of images and symbols.

The situation is radically different in kataphatic spirituality, however, in
which affirmative statements or imagistic representations of the supernatural
are used. Even so, there are different opinions on how language of this kind
should be interpreted. According to one position, words that belong to a non-
religious discourse can be used univocally (literally) of God. An opposite
view, however, is that God is so radically different from all other beings that
religious language is equivocal — that is, words that are used in a non-religious

315 Holton 1996: 201.

316 For example, Frigg 2010a,b; Toon, 2010, 2012; Levy, 2012, 2020.
517 Davies, 2010.

318 Cartwright, 2010.

319 Elgin, 2004.
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discourse mean something different when they are used to refer to God. In the
latter case, one possible way to respond is to adopt an apophatic strategy and
to argue that we only can talk about God in negative statements (“what God
is not”).’2° Yet another strategy is to emphasize that religious language is char-
acterized by analogies and metaphors that point to, rather than give a literal
description of, God.

In the latter case, modern research on religious language has given more
attention to metaphors than to analogies.’' One way to interpret this tendency
is that metaphors are considered to reflect the way in which many people in
contemporary westernized societies approach religion. By prompting a variety
of associations, metaphors allow us to go beyond precise and systematic anal-
ogies. This, in turn, creates a certain freedom in how the divine realm should
be perceived.

However, while religious metaphors and analogies can serve a creative
function, they are — in a way that is similar to that of their scientific counter-
parts — constrained by the conceptual framework within which they are for-
mulated. That is, they are influenced by the prominent thema of a distinct re-
ligious tradition (“thematic imagination”). In contrast to science, where the
official (while not always actualized) ideal is to take a neutral and objective
standpoint, a similar requirement would be in conflict with the very idea of a
religious tradition. This said, it’s necessary to keep in mind the distinction
between religious practice as (a) an act of faith of the religious believer, and
(b) a scientific discipline (“theology”). Consequently, when I write that the
thematic imagination is more explicit in religious than in scientific practice, it
is primarily (a) to which I refer.

As a result of the constraints that a religious tradition sets, novel concepts
and figures of speech must reflect the content of a religion’s earlier conceptu-
alizations of important elements and entities. Thus, when Sallie McFague, for
example, refers to the Christian God as Mother, Lover, and Friend, it is a re-
mythologization — rather than a total renewal — of the tradition’s established
image. As I see it, this is a case of explorative rather than transformational
creativity. At the same time, it’s necessary to distinguish between what is con-
sidered to be novel to an individual mind and to a religious tradition as a
whole. That is, while a remythologized concept may be constrained by the
religious framework in which it is situated (the first level of mediation), it can
still be perceived as groundbreaking for an individual believer.

320 Among those who advocate an apophatic perspective, however, there are different attitudes
to the role that positive statements about God (“what God is”) have in religious practice.
Whereas some understand them as illegitimate and illusive ways to refer to a world-transcend-
ent God, others would argue that — while not giving an explicit description of God — they can
still evoke certain experiences that are valuable.

321 For example, McFague, 1987, 1993; Soskice, 1985, 2007; Kenney, 2005; Jiingel, 1974;
Swinburne, 1992.
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In fact, one of the reasons that religions are able to survive, | argue, is that
they offer traditional methods that can have transformational power for indi-
viduals living in different historical ages. The transformation occurs, in such
cases, in the life of the individual practitioner. This dynamic between tradi-
tional methods and self-involving novelty is, for this reason, something that
distinguishes religious creativity from scientific creativity.

Whereas both science and religion involve the use of interpretative frames,
the reference to “models” is more familiar in a scientific than in a religious
context. For this reason, I have distinguished between two kinds of religious
models: RM1 and RM2. Whereas the former relates to selected aspects of re-
ligious discourse (and therefore is more like scientific models), the latter refers
to a situation in which an entire religion functions as a “model” of reality.
Accordingly, in the case of RM2, it provides the practitioner with both sym-
bolic conceptions of “the very nature of reality” and narratives that function
as interpretative frameworks through which individuals perceive their own
lives. For this reason, it is the category of RM2 that most accurately reflects
the holistic and all-encompassing nature that typically characterizes engage-
ment with religious traditions. That is, while such an engagement may include
models of selected aspects of religious discourse, its signature feature is rather
that it involves a certain way of life.

While it is more common to talk about scientific than about religious ide-
alization, both discourses make use of simplifications of this kind. In the case
of religious metaphors and analogies, religious traditions typically contain a
number of different images of the supernatural realm. Since all of them exem-
plify different aspects of the subject matter, it is less controversial to say that
they are simplifications and idealizations of a profound and multifaceted tar-
get. However, if either of these images turns into a standardized model that is
understood as an all-embracing description of the divine, it is less likely that
followers would understand it as a case of simplification or idealization.

7.3.3 Propositional imagination and the interactive position

In Chapter five, I distinguished between doxastic, non-doxastic, and fictional-
ist approaches to religious and scientific models and practices. In the case of
religion, I argued that doxasticism (Section 5.2.1) is the most common view.
That is, according to this position, one cannot have faith that p (for example
that God exists) without also believing that this is the case. When this stance
is employed to in science, it refers to a situation in which an individual scien-
tist or a scientific community adopts the attitude of belief towards a theory or
a hypothesis. I argued, at the same time, that it is more commonplace that
scientists epistemically accept (rather than believe) a theory in relation to a
particular and limited context of reasoning.
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In the cases of non-doxasticism and fictionalism (Sections 5.2.2; 5.2.3),
these are positions according to which a weaker cognitive attitude (for exam-
ple, acceptance, assumption, or imagination) can play the cognitive role that
is typically assigned to belief.

As an example of a non-doxastic attitude towards religion, I referred to J.L.
Schellenberg’s philosophical position of ultimism and his use of the concept
of “imaginative faith.” What I bring with me from this discussion, for instance,
is an awareness of the different connotations that distinct types of imagination
may have. In the case of pretense — which is associated with fictionalism — it
is typically equated with falsity. However, this is not necessarily the case with
other kinds of propositional imagination, such as supposition. When used in a
non-doxastic account, imagination, in contrast, is related to “the entertainment
of the possibility of p” (without neither believing nor disbelieving it). While
this is a weaker form of truth-normativity than “belief that p”, it moves in the
direction of doxastic acceptance.

The non-doxastic use of imagination resembles, in many ways, a scientific
approach towards a (currently) unknown, or at least insufficiently known, “ob-
ject” of investigation. When applied to religion, this is an approach that chal-
lenges the received view of religious doxasticism. Even so, | emphasize that
existential wrestling (for example, in relation to sorrow or tragedies) generally
requires something more than suppositions and hypothetical reasoning about
a possible state of affairs. That is, even if entertaining possibilities is indeed
an essential part of this procedure, it is not to be equated with the procedure
as a whole.

With regard to religious fictionalism, I exemplified this position with the
accounts of R.N. Braithwaite (Section 4.5.4), Andrew Eshleman, Robin Le
Poidevin (Section 5.2.3.1), and Peter Lipton (Section 5.2.3.2).522 From this dis-
cussion, I learned that fictionalism is a position that can serve separate func-
tions and be motivated in different ways. A common feature of both scientific
and religious versions of the fictionalist stance, however, is that they are put
forward as strategies (a) to avoid inconsistencies and tensions in a belief sys-
tem, and (b) to access the utilities of a certain framework while not believing
in its claims.

In my analysis, nonetheless, I argued that fictionalism is better suited to a
scientific than to a religious context. As an illustration, I compared a religious
fictionalist with a physicist who, in a fictionalist manner, considers Newtonian
mechanics to be false while still exploiting it when s/he computes satellite
paths. Whereas “acceptance that p” rather than “belief that p” is a common
strategy in science, I argued that the attitude of belief plays a more important
role in religion. That is, even if religious engagement may involve episodes of
fictionalism and/or non-doxasticism, there are certain challenges in life (for

322 Whereas Braithwaite, Eshleman, and Le Poidevin belong to the category of fictionalism that
I refer to as Fic.!, Lipton is better understood as Fic.?

212



example, suffering) that may require something more than just “imaginative
faith” or acting “as if”” something is the case.

In light of my investigation, I suggest that a more fruitful approach is to
acknowledge a constant interaction between different positions. In the case of
religion, therefore, my proposal is that it is plausible that subjects take a num-
ber of stances towards different parts of the same religion. Another possible
scenario is that, during the course of their lives, individuals switch between
different attitudes towards religious discourse. This observation, in turn, is
consistent with the position of interactivism, which I formulated in Chapter
five (Section 5.3). According to the interactive stance, propositional imagin-
ings often cooperate with other forms of imagination (for example, sensory
and experiential imaginings) and mental states (for example, belief and per-
ception.

As a way to illustrate the complex interplay between imagination and be-
lief, I made use of the example of the fiction-based religion Jediism (Sections
5.2.4-5.2.5). Whereas Jediists acknowledge that their founding narrative (Star
Wars) is a purely fictional narrative, they approach certain of its supernatural
entities with the attitude of belief, doxastic acceptance or, at least, a recogni-
tion that they are epistemically possible.

7.3.4 Aspect perception and creative vision

While interpretative frames can guide us in adopting new perspectives, novel
vision can also be generated by aspect perception. In such an experience, a
subject suddenly sees something (an aspect) in an object that s/he hasn’t seen
before. It is important to notice, however, that the word “seeing,” in this case,
can have a literal as well as a metaphorical connotation — that is, it can refer
to both a perceptual and a meaning-making/epistemic experience.

7.3.4.1 Scientific aspect and active/passive imagination
One type of aspect perception takes place in relation to an ambiguous image
that can be interpreted in two competing but equivalent ways (for example,
the duck- rabbit). Because of the dawning of an aspect, we temporarily see the
image as either a duck or a rabbit. As observers, we can then go back and forth
between these different perspectives without committing to either of them.
Consequently, this is one of the features that conflict with Thomas Kuhn’s
(1970/1962) claim that scientific paradigm shifts resembles aspect perception
— that is, that when a shift of paradigm has taken place, the equilibrium be-
tween the competing conceptions ends (since one of them is considered to be
more accurate than the other). In addition, it is likely that paradigm shifts don’t
generally take place within an individual mind, but have a more multifaceted
and communal character (Section 3.5).

Even so, I consider aspect perception to be a relevant concept in relation to
scientific creativity. However, instead of referring to it as a purely perceptual
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phenomenon, it is more accurate to see it in light of the two interpretations of
“seeing” — namely, as both a perceptual and an epistemic phenomenon. That
is, when a subject suddenly “sees” something in a novel way, it may entail a
perceptual experience and/or the epistemic state of understanding. For this
reason, | argue that the concept of aspect perception can be used in relation to
some of the “eureka” moments when a scientist attains a sudden insight. In
previous chapters, I have related such experiences to active and passive imag-
inings (Section 2.5.1) and the scientific and secular “version” of visionary ex-
periences (Section 5.3.1.4) — that is, an episode in which a scientists is struck
by the solution to a complicated problem without knowing where this illumi-
nation came from.

One way to understand such “aha” moments is to see them as a cooperation
between interpretative frames and aspect perception. That is, even if a scien-
tists perceives the target of investigation through a certain interpretative
frame, it doesn’t exclude him/her from also having experiences of aspect per-
ception. While models contribute a certain continuity, the seeing of aspects,
by contrast, is an episodic phenomenon that enables the scientist to spot novel
aspects within the framework in which s/he is situated. At other times, the
dawning of an aspect may necessitate the creation of an entirely novel inter-
pretative frame. Such a dynamic, in turn, is consistent with the view that cre-
ative ideas and behaviors are typically the result of agency and voluntariness,
rather than taking place “by accident.”

7.3.4.2 Religious aspect perception and transformative vision

In the case of religious aspect perception (Section 4.3), some authors suggest
a conceptual connection between religious beliefs and the seeing of aspects.
That is, when a subject suddenly sees and experiences an event as a miracle —
or a site as holy— it is a case of aspect perception. Even if the religious aspect
momentarily disappears, it does not have to be brought to the object, since it
already is part of the religious believer’s all-encompassing conceptualization
of reality. In contrast to this view, I argue nonetheless that the seeing of aspect
merely contains the possibility of a certain conceptualization.’” For this rea-
son, even if an individual perceives a religious aspect, it doesn’t necessarily
lead him/her to commit to a religious belief. In this regard, I consider aspect
perception to have a close relation to J. L. Schellenberg’s concept of “imagi-
native faith”: to entertain the possibility of p, while holding the truth and false-
hood of p before one’s mind and giving them equal weight.

All the same, it is plausible that religious beliefs make individuals more
prone to perceive the spiritual aspects of a state of affairs. That is, since a
religious person is already familiar with the conceptualizations of certain spir-
itual features, s’/he is more likely to detect them in the surrounding world.

523 Ruczaj, 2018.
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However, the tendency to see the world in light of our earlier conceptualiza-
tions of it is not a phenomenon that is exclusive to religion.

As a way to explicate the relationship between religious aspect perception
and interpretative frames, I examined John Cottingham’s concept of “trans-
formative vision” (Section 4.2.4). What I bring with me from this discussion
is an awareness of the active character of religious belief formation. That is,
instead of seeing belief as a lens (or interpretative frame) that leads to auto-
matic and predictable interpretations of the world, it requires an active engage-
ment on the believing individual’s part. Through such a procedure, s/he crea-
tively interprets and transforms what s/he encounters in the world. The phe-
nomenon of transformative vision, as | see it, requires an interplay between a
continuous and an episodic element. Thus, while scientific practice has a dif-
ferent aim than religion, both areas share a similar kind of dynamic. That is,
whereas models contribute a certain continuity, aspect perception is an epi-
sodic phenomenon that enables the religious believer/scientist to spot novel
aspects within the framework in which s/he is situated. At other times, the
dawning of an aspect may result in a movement between two different mod-
els/frameworks — for example, in the cases of religious conversion or scientific
paradigm shifts.

In common to both scientific and religious aspect perceptions are interac-
tions between imagination and perception. In the religious case, anthropolog-
ical studies of kataphatic prayer and visualization provide valuable clues to
how such an interplay may take place. One of the things that they suggest
concerns the great influence that sensory imagination seems to have on how
religious practitioners experience the world. That is, as a result of the repeated
use of inner visual representations, it appears as if individuals experience the
objects of prayer or meditation as more “real” than they would otherwise®**
(Section 4.2.4). In relation to science, I haven’t yet come across any study that
explores a similar connection

The interaction between imaginings and percepts creates, in turn, a bridge
to the phenomena of religious vision and visualization. As a stepping stone to
my own conceptualization, | made use of St Augustine’s distinctions between
corporeal, spiritual, and intellectual vision.’*® These categories served as back-
ground to an exploration of experiences of visualization and vision in Chris-
tian medieval monasteries (Section 4.2.2), contemporary Western esotericism,
and Mahayana Buddhism (Section 4.2.3). The received view is that visualiza-

524 Luhrmann, 1989, 2010, 2012; Luhrmann and Morgain, 2012; Luhrmann, Nusbaum, Thisted,
2010.

525 Corporeal vision refers to the physical sense of sight — what we commonly refer to as “per-
ception.” Spiritual vision is the capacity that enables us to see things that are absent but signif-
icant. Since it entails mental imagery, I suggest that “imaginative vision” is a more accurate
characterization. Intellectual vision enables us to see things as they really are (rather than
merely seeing them as physical objects or as mental imagery).

215



tion draws more heavily on imagination than visionary practices do. In con-
trast to this assumption, I suggest a much closer rrelationship (rather than a
strict distinction) between these two visual strategies. That is, even if visionary
experiences are generally described as spontaneous and unintended, they are
often influenced by imaginative forms of seeing (such as visualization).

As we can see, this resembles my earlier remark about the active and pas-
sive use of scientific imagination (Sections 2.5.1; 3.2.3). There it was sug-
gested that a scientist’s sudden illumination plausibly isn’t as “accidental” as
it may first appear. Instead, such experiences often entail the scientist’s own
unconscious processing of the problem at hand. In the case of visionary expe-
riences, it seems likely that they entail operations that are just as complex and
multifaceted as scientific eureka experiences. That is, while religious visions
may indeed entail actual supernatural involvement, they also require the ex-
periencing subject’s own receptiveness and imaginative contribution.

7.3.5 Transportation and experiential imagination

As a way to examine religious rituals and scientific and religious thought ex-
periments, | made use of the narratological concept of “transportation.”
This concept was also associated with experiential imagination — that is, an
imaginative capacity to recreate the experiences that that are entailed in an
imagined scenario

I distinguish, in turn, between two forms of transportation. In experience-
taking’ we use experiential imagination as a way to assume the identity of a
narrated character and to simulate his/her thoughts, emotions, and behaviors.
Perspective-taking, by contrast, requires that — as a strategy to estimate how
the narrated character would experience and respond to a situation — we use
conceptual knowledge about our own selves.’*® At the same time, I reject a
too-strict distinction between these two categories. Instead, I argue that it is
the case that self-involvement is a necessary element in both of them. That is,
when a subject recreates the experience of a narrated character (experience-
taking), his/her experiential imagination is informed by his/her own self (per-
spective-taking). Even so, | emphasize that an individual also has a capacity —
at least, to some degree — to transcend this limitation and to imagine “what it
would be like” to be someone else. As we can see, this conclusion resonates
with my earlier discussion of near and distant analogies, and how these are
related to explorative and transformational creativity.

7.3.5.1 Religious rituals

The ritual strategy of transportation can take a variety of forms: simulation of
what it would be like to be someone else (for example, a prominent character
in the ritualized religious narrative), or a “transformed vision” of the practices

326 Kaufman and Libby, 2012.
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of everyday life. While both kinds of interaction are essential in religious prac-
tice, in this dissertation I have given most attention to rituals of the former —
and more explicit — kind. In this case, the ritual participant is transported into
the ritual’s narrative substance. By doing so, (a) s/he is able to try on alterna-
tive selves while, simultaneously, (b) staying within the experiential catego-
ries that are provided by his/her religious tradition. Through such a journey,
the participant is able to exist in a liminal space between the ritual world and
the outside world. This in-between character, in turn, enables transformations
of various kinds.

Instead of seeing this phenomenon as a case of “imaginative identification”
(in which the imaginer metaphysically becomes his/her imagined alternative
self; Section 2.4.2),  understand it as a result of a constant interaction between
imaginings and beliefs. That is, even if experiential imagination allows us to
explore alternative ritual identities, we are generally well aware of the distinc-
tion between what is “real” in the outside world (according to our beliefs) and
what is imagined. Nonetheless, it is important to notice that the ritual universe
isn’t considered to be an illusion by the ritual participant. All the same, it is
experiential imagination that allows him/her to succeed with this kind of shift
of perceptive.

Transportation entails, on my account, a preservation of cognitive quaran-
tine (by which the mental states of belief and imagination are kept apart). Fur-
thermore, I consider this cognitive mechanism to involve a shift of cognitive
attention.>?” That is, whereas attention enables the transition between beliefs
and imaginings, it also constitutes an essential aspect of the process by which
they are distinguished from each other. As a result, a subject does not literally
“forget” about his/her actual beliefs, but temporarily directs attention away
from them. For this reason, this characterization is consistent with the view
that rituals are “a mode of paying attention”, directing our attention in a special
way, so that very ordinary objects are perceived as significant.’*® As a supple-
ment to such a characterization, I would like to add that, by alternately direct-
ing our attention to our beliefs and our imaginings, we are able to be trans-
ported back and forth between an outside world and a ritual world.

In order to discuss rituals in light of the epistemic and meaning-making
functions, it is necessary to examine the claim that rituals are “truth-pursu-
ing.”*® If ritual practices are truth-pursuing, they must, in some sense, be re-
lated to T-Ex. That is, even if rituals entail imaginative elements, they must —
at least — have truth as a non-constitutive aim. If they lack any reference to
truth whatsoever, this can only give rise to truth-independent meaning-mak-
ing. As an illustration, we can think of a subject who engages in rituals as

327 Kampa, 2018; Liao, 2017.
528 Smith, 1987: 130.
529 Schillbrack 2004:140.
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meaning-making games of make-believe (the fictionalist stance). It is im-
portant to notice, however, that the notion of T-Ex is colored by the particular
context in which it is situated. As a consequence, a religious practice cannot
be warranted by the same methods of justification that are used in relation to
science.

All the same, I argue that ritual engagement generates epistemic gains of
various kinds. Given the multifaceted and often self-involving character of
such a procedure, “religious understanding” seems to be the term that most
accurately describes the epistemic contribution of rituals. In contrast to most
forms of knowledge, understanding of this kind is not directly conveyed by
the testimony of someone else. Even if testimonies can give the basis for this
epistemic state, understanding is something that the subject must achieve for
him/herself. In this procedure, experiential imagination plays an important
role. By giving cognitive access to the experiential perspective presented in a
religious narrative, a certain degree of self-involvement is required on the par-
ticipant’s part. As a result, s/he is able to experience the religious framework
as a lived reality. This can also be described as a particular kind of “know-
how”: an embodied awareness of how ritual elements fit together and what
role each of them plays in the larger scheme of things.

7.3.5.2 Scientific and religious thought experiments

In the case of scientific thought experiments (Section 3.6), they can be used
for a variety of epistemic reasons: as a way to present internal or external
problems for a given framework, to illustrate an otherwise complex and ab-
stract position, to support a theory or framework, and so forth. However, it is
often the case that one and the same thought experiment can perform diverse
epistemic functions for different people, or can be interpreted in a number of
different ways. In common to both scientific and religious thought experi-
ments, however, is that they are performed in the laboratory of the mind, and
rely on intuitive judgment. In this procedure, imagination enables the thought
experimenting agent to elaborate on the proposed hypothetical scenario.

When discussing the epistemic role of scientific thought experiments, I ar-
gue that the epistemic state of understanding fits particularly well with the
thought experimenting procedure.™ One reason why this is the case is that
they promote cognitive control®*' by prompting us to do cognitive work of our
own rather than giving us isolated pieces of information. By doing so, they
enable an awareness of the relevant relationships involved in the hypothetical
scenario, and of how these reflect a real-world situation.

330 Other philosophers who refer to thought experiments as a way to increase scientific under-
standing include Arthur 1999; Camilleri 2014; Gendler 1998, 2000; Gooding 1994; Nersessian
1992 a, b; 2007; Stuart 2016, 2017, 2018.

331 Hills, 2016.
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This operation is enabled, in turn, by the narrative strategy itself — that is,
presenting events in such a way that they become intelligible, and convey not
just isolated pieces of information, but also (if the thought experiment is suc-
cessful) generating understanding. Thought experimentation, for this reason,
is an example of a scientific use of narratives, and how these can enable the
exploration of the implications of theories and models. In this way, it is a
counter example to the view that scientific reasoning consists primarily of
context-free, abstract, logico-deductive reasoning that is independent of nar-
rative ways of processing information.’*> The involvement of both subjective
and narrative elements, in turn, is something that scientific thought experi-
ments have in common with religious thought experiments (which is an aspect
to which I shall return in Section 7.3.5.3). In addition, there are certain scien-
tific thought experiments that also function as interpretative frames, and that
prompt characterizations and perspectives that are epistemically or semanti-
cally valuable. As an example, we can think of Darwin’s thought experiment
in which he describes the human eye in light of the interpretative frame of
evolution by natural selection.’*® That is, even if religious models are more
closely related to narratives than their scientific counterparts are, it doesn’t
mean that certain scientific thought experiments cannot also serve as models.

Regarding the religious equivalent to scientific though experiments, I’ve
chosen to refer to them as “religious” rather than as “theological™*** (Section
4.7). The reason why I’ve chosen this kind of conceptualization is that it al-
lows a broader spectrum of narratives to be associated with thought experi-
menting qualities. Whereas theology is typically associated with what people
believe about the supernatural realm, the concept of religion also includes the
practical application of such beliefs. For this reason, one of the advantages of
my approach is that religious thought experimenting isn’t limited to philo-
sophical or theological reasoning that is distinct from the practical employ-
ment of the religious framework in question.

In my conceptualization of religious thought experiments, a distinction is
made between the categories of RTE' and RTE? (Section 4.7.2). In the case
of RTE', it consists of narratives that are given a thought-experimenting func-
tion in retrospect. As examples, we can think of recent proposals that certain
biblical narratives can be read in a thought-experimenting way.**¢ In this cat-
egory I also count those narratives or practices that involve recreating the ex-
periential perspective of prominent spiritual figures, or that allow transporta-
tion into recounted and significant events of a religious tradition. As my prime
example of this category, I have used The Spiritual Exercises of St. Ignatius.
In these exercises, the attendant is provided with existentially and religiously

532 Bruner, 1986, 1991.

533 Stuart, 2016; 2018.

334 Fehige, 2009, 2012, 2014, 2018, 2019.
336 Fehige, 2019; Gregersen, 2014.
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significant situations (related to biblical characters and events) that s/he is to
explore and in relation to which s/he is to position her/himself. However, as
soon as s’he imaginatively engages with, and is challenged by, these model
situations, the narrated episodes of the exercises turn into thought experimen-
tation.

The category of RTE?, in turn, consists of narratives that were designed to
have thought experimenting qualities. As a result, they make explicit use of
argumentative and philosophical reasoning. As contemporary examples, we
can think of Peter van Inwagen’s (1978) and Dean Zimmerman’s (1999, 2010)
metaphysical thought experiments about the possibility of a material (bodily)
resurrection after death.>*” In this group, however, we should also count the
philosophical reasoning of some ancient or medieval thinkers who used
thought-experimenting strategies long before this term was even invented.’*®
Similar to the narratives that belong to the RTE' category, they are given the
label “thought experiment” in retrospect. At the same time, since these ancient
and medieval texts make a more explicit use of philosophical reasoning than
do narratives that are purely religious, they should be placed in the RTE?
group. As an example, we can consider Ibn Sina’s/Avicenna’s thought exper-
iment, “the floating man” (which argues for the existence of an immaterial and
substantial soul).”* In a way similar to van Inwagen’s and Zimmerman’s ac-
count, this is a metaphysical experiment that — while being situated within a
philosophical framework — has religious relevance (for example, in relation to
beliefs about an afterlife).

7.3.5.3 The recreation of experiential perspectives

There are is no consensus among philosophers about what kind of imagination
that is operative in scientific thought experiments. In this dissertation, a dis-
tinction has therefore been made between the imagistic, the propositional, and
the experiential approaches. Instead of promoting either of these views, I con-
sider it more accurate to say that these categories apply to different types of
thought experiments. Even so, I have chosen to give particular attention to
scientific thought experiments that make use of experiential imagination.
While imagination as a whole is typically associated with the operations of a
subjective mind, this aspect becomes even more explicit in experiential imag-
ination. That is, since this kind of imagination is constituted by the recreation
of a certain subjective standpoint, it contradicts the idea of an objective “view

37 According to van Inwagen, individual existence is guaranteed as a result of God’s reanima-
tion of the corpse. As a way to explicate his position, he creates a scenario in which God plays
the role of a “body snatcher.” In Zimmerman's thought experiment, the image of a falling ele-
vator illustrates an argument about the possibility of a material (bodily) resurrection after death.
338 Tbn Sina/Avicenna (980-1037), Ibn al-Haytham (965-1040), Abu Hamid al-Ghazali (1058-
1111). See, for example, Iribarren and Lenz, 2008, McGinnis 2018; Kuukkonen 2014.

339 In the thought experiment, a man falls freely through the air — a state in which he attains the
sense of having no assistance from sensory experiences.
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from nowhere.” This is, in turn, is an interesting point of departure if we are
to compare scientific and religious thought experiments.

For this reason, in Chapter six I examined scientific thought experiments
whose operational power indeed requires that the hypothetical scenario is ap-
proached from a certain experiential perspective. It was argued that such a
strategy can take either of two forms: (a) to recreate the experiences of the
protagonist of the fictional scenario, or (b) to recreate the experience of one-
self observing the protagonist.

While there are some scientific thought experiments that make use of the
former strategy, it is questionable whether, in fact, it is possible to know the
subjective experiences of entities that have other physical and mental consti-
tutions than ourselves. That is, even if we are able to imagine such experiential
states, it is plausible that we end up creating anthropomorphized versions of
them. In some thought experiments, such misrepresentation doesn’t challenge
their explanatory value. For example, in the case of Maxwell’s demon (Sec-
tion 3.6.2), a fictional entity is created as a way to illustrate the possibility of
violating the second law of thermodynamics. That is, it is not the demon itself
(as a particular kind of creature that perceives the world in a distinct demon-
like way) that is the object of investigation. Given its fictional nature, we are
free to think about this creature in an anthropomorphic way (since this serves
the purpose of the thought experiment). In other cases — for example, in
thought experiments about what it’s like to be a bat or any other life form that
lacks a human type of cognition — such a misinterpretation severely weakens
its explanatory value.

For this reason, it is more common that scientific thought experiments rec-
reate the thought-experimenting agent’s own observation of the object of in-
vestigation. In light of Zeno Vendler’s (1984) concept of subjective imagina-
tion (Section 2.4.1), one can describe this as a situation in which the imag-
iner’s self is implicitly present (since the scene is presented from the self’s
point of view). In the thought experiment of Schrodinger’s cat, for instance, it
is the role of the observer — rather than the cat’s own experience of the situa-
tion — that is at the center of attention. At the same time, by referring to the
consequences of a certain interpretation of quantum mechanics, this thought
experiment refers indirectly to the behavior (but not the experience) of physi-
cal entities at a sub-atomic level. Another example is Albert Einstein’s thought
experiment of how he pursues a light beam (Section 6.4.1.2). Here the focus
is on what it would be like to travel at such a speed, and in what way this
experience contravenes Maxwell’s equations. Even if the episode says some-
thing relevant about the properties of a physical phenomenon, it does so
through the experiential perspective of a human observer.

Experiential imagination can be used in relation to both RTE' and RTE?.
At the same time, it seems as if the RTE? category has a weaker connection to
experience-taking. Similar to many scientific thought experiments, these
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kinds of narrative often only require that we instrumentally “accept” their re-
ality claims, not that we engage in a full-blown transportation. We can think,
for example, of Dean Zimmerman’s “falling elevator” model, in which the
image of the falling elevator illustrates an argument about the possibility of a
material (bodily) resurrection after death. While it is possible to make use of
experiential imagination in relation to this hypothetical scenario (for example,
recreating the experience of being inside the elevator), it isn’t likely that it
increases the explanatory power of the thought experiment.

At the same time, it is important to notice that there may be other cases of
RTE? that, by contrast, entail — and are strengthened by — experiential imagi-
nation. This, for example, is the case when a RTE? concerns ethical dilemmas
in which the thought experimenting procedure could benefit from having ac-
cess to “what it would be like” to be in a certain situation.

One of the reasons why RTE' is more likely to require experience-taking,
I argue, is that (in many cases) they stem directly from a religious way of
making the world intelligible. In this type of context, subjective experiences
and self-involvement are consider to be essential.**” Another important aspect,
as [ see it, is that they often have more resemblances with literary fiction than
the category of RTE*has. That is, whereas the purpose of typical philosophical
thought experiments (a group in which I count RTE?) is exhausted by the role
they play in a theoretical argumentation, literary fictions are more multifac-
eted and provoke various thoughts, insights, emotions, and so forth. As I see
it, it may even be the case that this kind of versatility is a contributing factor
to why certain cases of RTE' are able to survive in a religious tradition for
centuries or even millennia.

Whereas rituals involve a similar kind of transportation as the one to which
RTE' gives rise, thought experiments of this kind are — as the name indicates
— primarily performed in the mind of the subject.**' In the case of rituals, they
also require — in addition to mental transportation — embodied involvement.
However, in contrast to most philosophical and theological thought experi-
ments, the category of RTE' entails a much higher degree of self-involvement.

Nonetheless, while successful ritual transportation requires that the partic-
ipant take on a certain ritual identity (and, by doing so, experience the events
from a certain perspective), the thought-experimenting agent can take part in
the imagined scenario on different levels of self-involvement and duration.
For example, while some narratives invite him/her to be more fully absorbed
(for instance, imaginatively and emotionally taking the perspective of Mary

340 While the category of RTE' also entails literary fictions that are given a thought-experiment-
ing function in retrospect, I am primarily concerned here with narratives that already belong to
a religious tradition.

341 At the same time, it should be noted that thought experimentation can have a physical influ-
ence on the subject — for example, by causing him/her to have a physical experience of certain
emotions. Nonetheless, this phenomenon is quite different from the formalized physical enact-
ment that rituals entail.

222



standing beneath the cross of crucifixion), other thought experiments can be
performed by using a more distanced form of experience-taking. In the latter
case, the procedure does include experiential imagination while at the same
time having the character of hypothetical reasoning: “Suppose that [ am Mary
standing beneath the cross: this, plausibly, is what I would experience.” Even
if a subject were to take part in a ritual in a similar, less self-involved way (for
example, by merely seeing it as an authorized game of make-believe), ritual
participation is, in general, more critically related to a deeper level of self-
involvement.

7.4 Our understanding of science and religion

In this section, I shall discuss the fourth research question. It deviates from the
other three questions by taking a broader perspective on the areas of science
and religion. In particular, it focuses on the impact that this dissertation — and
its investigation of imagination — might have on our understanding of science
and religion.

(4) Do the answers to questions 1-3 in any way influence the understand-
ing that we (as scientists and human individuals in general) should
have of what science and religion is or ought to be?

In relation to this question, I’d like to return to John Cottingham’s distinction
between the “epistemology of reception” and the “epistemology of control”
(Section 5.3.1.2). Whereas Cottingham connects the former with religious
beliefs and transformative vision, he relates the latter to the detached and ob-
jective standpoint that science typically favours. These distinct epistemologies
can, in turn, be seen in light of the different aims of science and religion. That
is, even if both have it as their goal to make the world intelligible, the kind of
comprehension they strive for is quite different. In the case of science, the goal
is to make the world technologically and predicatively intelligible. In religion,
the aim, rather, is to make the world existentially intelligible.

Even if Cottingham points to important differences between science and
religion, this dissertation argues that one can acknowledge the different aims
of science and religion while, at the same time, recognizing certain resem-
blances in how imagination is used in both areas. However, as a first step, it
is necessary to acknowledge that, in fact, imagination is operative and influ-
ential in religion as well as science. That is, while the received view has been
that religious practices are more “imaginative” than scientific ones, the sug-
gestion of this dissertation is that imagination is an essential component in
both endeavors.

This remark, in turn, is consistent with my earlier claim that the meaning-
making function of imagination is executed on two levels: (a) a rudimentary

223



cognitive level on which imaginings affect our interpretation of everyday life,
and (b) a more advanced cognitive level on which imagination is directed to-
wards specified disciplinary tasks. However, while a comparison between sci-
ence and religion typically focuses on level (b), we should take into account
that participants in scientific and religious discourses share, as human beings,
the conditions (the constraints as well as the possibilities) that accompany this
position. This is, so to speak, a human common ground that influences how
imaginings shape our basic processes of meaning-making (for example, per-
ception). At the same time, I argue that they also constitute a foundation for
the operations that take place at level (b). That is, even if the imagination, at
this level, is directed towards distinct disciplinary tasks, we mustn’t overlook
the fact that these procedures are conducted by human beings who — at a fun-
damental level — have certain mental capacities and limitations in common.
As a result, even if the distinct purposes and ideals of science and religion
shape imaginings in certain ways, we can still assert that they display features
that can be traced back to the shared cognitive disposition of human beings.

As an example, | have argued that both scientific and religious discourses
include a dynamic between interpretative frames and aspect perception. (The
phrase “seeing of aspects” refers, in this case, to a perceptual experience as
well as an episode of sudden insight.) That is, participants in scientific and
religious practices — on an individual as well as a communal level — are able
to move between the interpretations that a certain framework offers and dis-
cover novel aspects within it. Sometimes this results in a development of the
existing interpretative frame (explorative creativity); at other times the move
is, instead, to acknowledge that the discovery in question necessitates a move
beyond the interpretative frame (transformative creativity).

Nonetheless, the extent to which the latter strategy is used depends on the
characteristic features and circumstances of the framework in question. For
example, when a religion as a whole functions as a model for reality (RM?), it
involves a higher personal cost to abandon the particular way of life that has
shaped one’s life until the present moment. At the same time, it is important
to notice that subjects can experience transformational experiences on an in-
dividual level while, on a communal level, remaining within the same inter-
pretative framework. As an example, we can think of a person who remains
within one and the same religious tradition while, as the result of a transfor-
mational insight, s/he sees it in a novel light. We can, for instance, consider
the well-known Zen-koan, “Before enlightenment: chop wood, carry water.
After enlightenment: chop wood, carry water.” This quotation is often inter-
preted in the following way: Even if the visible actions of the Zen novice are
the same as before enlightenment (satori), his/her experience and understand-
ing of them has been transformed as a result of an enlightened “inner eye.” In
this context, I use the above quote as an illustration of the religious as well as
scientific insights that lead to a combination of radical transformation and loy-
alty to the framework as such. That is, even though nothing has changed in the

224



interpretative frame, we experience it as completely different by seeing it in a
novel light.

Consequently, one way in which this dissertation might influence our un-
derstanding of science and religion is to identify similarities in how these areas
make use of imagination. In the above discussion, the dynamic between inter-
pretative frames and aspect perception — and its connection to explorative and
transformational creativity — was used as an example of such a resemblance.
Instead of connecting it to the distinct aims of either discourse, I argued that
this kind flexibility, at its deepest level, is founded on a shared human dispo-
sition that transcends disciplinary boundaries. In line with this way of reason-
ing, for example, a comparison between scientific eureka experiences and re-
ligious visions was suggested in Chapter five (Section 5.3.1.4). While this pro-
posal requires a more extensive elaboration than I have been able to offer in
this dissertation, it points to a promising way for future research on scientific
and religious discourse — that is, to identify how, as a result of a rudimentary
level of meaning-making, imagination gives rise to similar cognitive phenom-
ena in both discourses.

In light of this perspective, I have advocated an interactive view of scien-
tific and religious activities — that is, a position according to which both sci-
ence and religion involve interactions between different mental attitudes ra-
ther than being dominated by one single attitude (as in pure cases of fictional-
ism or doxasticism, for example). However, rather than proclaiming an abso-
lute resemblance, I have also pointed out that the attitude of belief seems to
play a more important role in religion than it does in science. By combining
the consequences of the first and second levels of meaning-making in this way
(identifying similarities as well as differences), this dissertation provides a
multifaceted view of the relation between science and religion.

As a way to discover further differences and similarities in scientific and
religious uses of imagination, I have suggested that we see them in relation to
the respective aim of each discourse. In such an approach, the distinction be-
tween T-Gen and T-Ex becomes important. That is, even if both scientific and
religious practices are truth-normed, existential truth-claims are colored by a
particular way of life, and cannot be warranted by the same methods of justi-
fication as one uses in relation to science. Furthermore, in the case of science,
it should be noticed that the notion of truth is often overshadowed by how
useful a particular component of inquiry is. That is, products of imaginative
reasoning are only epistemically relevant for the scientist if they meet the con-
straints that s/he sets up. Such constraints, in turn, are always relative to the
purpose of the scientific project in question. That is, even if the aim of science
as a whole is to develop our knowledge and understanding of the natural
world, each component doesn’t have to have truth as its constitutive aim. As
a result — and in light of the complexity and the multitude that the natural
world contains — some models are useful for certain purposes but not for oth-
ers. For example, whereas Newtonian physics are true enough (and therefore
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useful) to compute satellite paths, they are false in relation to the laws of rel-
ativity. In this regard, it may serve the scientist’s purpose to approach a model
with the attitude of imagination rather than a stronger doxastic commitment.

In the case of religion, the quality of “usefulness” is not as explicit as in
science. At the same time, it is likely that usefulness is implicitly involved in
religious engagement as well — although in a slightly different way. That is,
irrespective of the truth-normativity of a subject’s religious beliefs, it might
be useful for his/her overall purpose (to make the world existentially intelligi-
ble) to approach certain religious components with the attitude of imagination.
In relation to the phenomenon of transformative vision, imagination, for in-
stance, is indispensable for the religious believer’s creative cooperation with
the world. In this way, we can see that the religious believer — in a similar way
to that of the scientist — approaches imaginings with certain constraints in their
operational power. For this reason, and in light of the interactions between the
truth-normed and truth-independent mental states that both science and reli-
gion entail, I suggest that the multi-layered concept of understanding best de-
scribes these epistemic procedures. Even so, it is important to notice that the
concept of “usefulness” is context-dependent and therefore means different
things in relation to an “epistemology of receptiveness” and an “epistemology
of control.”

The final dimension that I’d like to emphasize concerns our understanding
of how science and religion make use of experiential imagination. That is,
whereas imagination in itself is associated with subjectivity, this quality be-
comes even more accentuated in relation to experiential imaginings. In the
case of religion and science, the received view is that subjective experiences
belong to the former -— but not to the latter — discourse. By formulating the
experiential view of scientific and religious thought experimentation, my in-
tention has been to challenge this common assumption. Furthermore, by con-
necting this examination to narrative transportation, the aim has been to sug-
gest that both science and religion make use of narration as a way to process
information and generate novel insight.
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8 Summary

In this dissertation I investigate the role that imagination plays in scientific
and religious ways of making the world intelligible. As a way to study this
area, | examine how imagination operates in practices such as models, meta-
phors, analogies, thought experiments and — in the religious case — rituals. |
also explore the phenomenon of aspect perception, which exists between pure
imagery and pure perception.

As a framework for my examination, I use the contemporary discussion of
imagination that, in recent years, has been taking place primarily within phi-
losophy of mind. Philosophy of mind is a sub-discipline of philosophy that
investigates the question of how mental states and processes should be con-
ceived in relation to physical states and processes. This framework allows me
to explore the mental state of imagination, not as an isolated phenomenon, but,
rather, as one of many mental states that co-exist and interact in our cognitive
architecture.

In my study I identify and conceptualize four forms of imagination that
contribute to scientific and religious discourse: sensory, propositional, expe-
riential, and creative imagination. These forms of imagining are, in turn re-
lated to scientific and religious practices. As a way to specify how imagination
operates in scientific and religious cognition, I also examine how imaginings
interact with mental states such as belief and perception.

When discussing scientific and religious cases of imagination, I connect
them with two levels of mediation that shape and structure the imaginings that
are involved. At the first level, mediation takes place via a particular concep-
tual framework that constructs and conceptualizes reality in a certain way.
This level is, for this reason, related to “thematic imagination”, in which a
certain thema guides the scientist’s” or the religious individual s imagination.
While this is a phenomenon that occurs in science as well as in religion, reli-
gious traditions involve a more explicit thematic guidance (which may involve
apophatic as well as kataphatic strategies). At the second level of mediation,
imaginings are generated via a certain imaginative device (for example, a
model or a thought experiment) that operates according to a specific course of
action.

When examining scientific cases of sensory imagination, | relate them to
the theoretical quality of “visualizability” as well as episodes of sudden illu-
mination (so called “eureka” experiences). Regarding the latter, I suggest that
these kinds of “passive imaginings” often are the result of the integration and
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reprocessing of a large amount information to which the scientists already
have access (but now see in a new light). In my study of religious cases of
sensory imagination, special attention is given to two visual phenomena: vis-
ualization and visionary experiences. As a stepping stone to my own concep-
tualization, I use St Augustine’s distinctions between corporeal, spiritual, and
intellectual vision. These categories serve as background to an exploration of
cases of visualization and vision in Christian medieval monasteries, contem-
porary Western esotericism, and Mahayana Buddhism. While the received
view is that visualization draws more heavily on imagination than visionary
practices do, I suggest a much closer relationship between these two visual
strategies.

In order to gain an understanding of new areas — or phenomena that trans-
cend our current conceptualization of the world — we often compare them with
something familiar. In science as well as in religion, this takes the form, for
example, of metaphors and analogies (where selected characteristics of a well-
known concept are compared with selected characteristics of a less familiar
area). However, while these kinds of conceptual images are necessary for our
way of exploring the world, they can also constrain our inquiries in undesira-
ble ways. In this dissertation, I address this issue by, for instance, relating sci-
entific and religious metaphors and analogies to different levels of creativity.
In cases of “explorative creativity,” a discipline’s codified set of rules or prin-
ciples influences how much analogies and metaphors may enable individuals
to “think outside the box.” By contrast, if analogies and metaphors give rise
to “transformational creativity,” they prompt individuals to go beyond the lim-
its of a discipline’s conceptual space and to transform the set of rules that
governs it.

As a way to study aspects of the world that are too complex to be examined
in detail, scientist construct simplified and idealized models of them. In this
dissertation, I study three accounts that describe scientific models as imagina-
tive devices. According to the propositional account, models are said to en-
gage primarily a propositional kind of imagination. This can, for example, take
the form of a comparison between scientific models and cases of fiction and
make-believe. According to the metaphorical account, a metaphor serves as
an interpretative frame that temporarily guides us in adopting new perspec-
tives and determines what information we notice about a subject. Instead of
choosing between either of these approaches, I argue that the additive account
best describes the multifaceted way in which imagination operates in scientific
and religious modeling. In addition, in regard to religious models, I distinguish
between two categories: RM' (models that relate to selected aspects of a reli-
gious discourse) and RM? (where entire religions function as “models” of re-
ality). I acknowledge, furthermore, a close relation between models and nar-
ratives, and suggest that certain narratives can function as interpretative
frameworks in themselves.

228



While interpretative frames can guide us in adopting new perspectives,
novel vision can also be generated by aspect perception. In such an experience,
a subject suddenly sees something (an aspect) in an object that s/he hasn’t
noticed before. As a way to explicate the relationship between interpretative
frames and the seeing of aspects, I acknowledge that the word “seeing” can
have a literal as well as a metaphorical connotation — that is, it can refer to
both a perceptual and a meaning-making/epistemic experience. In relation to
scientific and religious discourse, I propose that both entail a dynamic between
interpretive frames/models and aspect perception. That is, even if a scientist
or a religious person perceives the target of investigation through a certain
interpretative frame, it doesn’t exclude him/her from also having experiences
of aspect perception. While models contribute a certain continuity, the seeing
of aspects, by contrast, is an episodic phenomenon that enables the scien-
tist/religious person to spot novel aspects within the framework in which s/he
is situated. At other times, the dawning of an aspect may necessitate the crea-
tion of an entirely novel interpretative frame.

The way in which subjects relate to a model is, in turn, dependent on the
functional role it plays in a specific environment as well as its relation to truth
normativity. In this study I, on the one hand, differentiate between, two no-
tions of truth (T-Gen and T-Ex) and, on the other hand, existential meaning-
making (Ex-M). In the case of an existential truth claim (T-Ex), it is colored
by its particular context (a certain religious way of life). Even so, I argue that
T-Ex doesn’t exist in isolation from truth in general sense (T-Gen). However,
in contrast to the justification procedure of scientific truth claims, we do not
have intersubjectively agreeable means by which we can test whether our T-
Ex claims are justified.

In the case of meaning-making, I distinguish between (1) a rudimentary
cognitive level, where imaginings operate and affect our everyday cognition;
and (2) a specialized level, where imagination is directed towards specified
disciplinary tasks. When imagination is used in rudimentary forms of mean-
ing-making, it can help us either to interpret our sensory experiences or to
enable us to distance ourselves from the present realities. In regard to special-
ized levels of meaning-making — such as science and religion — they may give
rise to different forms of epistemic gain (such as knowledge or understanding).
However, as [ point out in my study, the states of knowledge and understand-
ing originate as meaning-making procedures that acquire their epistemic sta-
tus relative to their relationship to truth. That is, even if the processes that
result in knowledge or understanding involve components that are truth-inde-
pendent (such as imaginings), they have, in some sense, truth as a non-consti-
tutive aim.

In light of these categories, I distinguish between doxastic, non-doxastic,
and fictionalist approaches to religious and scientific models and practices.
According to religious forms of doxasticism, one cannot have faith that p (for
example, that God exists) without belief that p (that God exists). When the
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term “doxasticism” is employed in a scientific context, it refers to a situation
in which an individual scientist or a scientific community adopts the attitude
of belief towards a theory or hypothesis. At the same time, I point out that the
term “belief” is more controversial in a scientific context than in a religious
environment.

Non-doxasticism and fictionalism, in turn, are positions according to which
a weaker attitude (for example, acceptance or imagination) can play the cog-
nitive role that is typically assigned to belief. While non-doxasticism is in-
compatible with both belief and disbelief, it holds the truth of p to be epistem-
ically possible. As an example of a non-doxastic attitude towards religion, I
refer to J.L. Schellenberg’s philosophical position of ultimism and his use of
the concept of “imaginative faith.” When discussing his account, I argue that
imaginative faith resembles in many ways a scientific approach towards a
(currently) unknown, or at least insufficiently known, “object” of investiga-
tion. Even so, I argue that existential wrestling generally requires something
more than suppositions and hypothetical reasoning about a possible state of
affairs. Even if entertaining possibilities is indeed an essential part of this pro-
cedure, it is not to be equated with the procedure as a whole.

In the case of fictionalism, it involves a rejection of belief as the appropriate
attitude towards the statements of the discourse. In my examination I distin-
guish between two kinds of this position: Fic.' (according to which the dis-
course is false) and Fic.? (according to which one should be agnostic about the
truth of the discourse). In addition, fictionalist accounts incorporate some as-
pect or feature of fiction or pretense, and can be of either a hermeneutic or a
revolutionary kind.

As examples of religious fictionalism I refer to the accounts of Andrew
Eshleman and Robin Le Poidevin (Fic.") and Peter Lipton (Fic.?). A common
feature of both the scientific and the religious versions of the fictionalist stance
is that they are put forward as strategies (a) to avoid inconsistencies and ten-
sions in a belief system, and (b) to access the utilities of a certain framework
while not believing in its claims. However, in my analysis I argue that fiction-
alism is better suited to a scientific than to a religious context. That is, even if
religious engagement may involve episodes of fictionalism and/or non-doxas-
ticism, there are certain challenges in life (for example, suffering) that may
require something more than just “imaginative faith” or engaging in religion
as a game of make-believe.

In light of my discussion of doxasticism, non-doxasticism, and fictional-
ism, I propose that a more accurate approach is to acknowledge a constant
interaction between different positions. In the case of religion, I assert that it
is plausible that subjects take a number of stances towards different parts of
the same religion. As a way to illustrate the complex interplay between imag-
ination and belief, I examine the fiction-based religion Jediism. Whereas
Jediists acknowledge that their founding narrative (Star Wars) is a purely fic-
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tional narrative, they approach certain of its supernatural entities with the at-
titude of belief, doxastic acceptance or, at least, a recognition that they are
epistemically possible. The discussion of doxasticism, non-doxasticism, and
fictionalism serves, in turn, as a bridge to my formulation of the position of
interactivism. According to this position, human cognition is governed by a
constant interaction and negotiation between different mental states.

In relation to experiential imagination, I introduce the narratological con-
cept of “transportation.” This concept is typically associated with a situation
in which an agent is transported into a fictional or a factual narrative and be-
comes immersed in it. When I investigate the role of imagination in religious
rituals, I use the concept of transportation as an analytical tool. As a point of
departure for my exploration, I assume that rituals have a narrative substance
into which the ritual participant is transported. By doing so, (a) s’/he is able to
try on alternative selves while, simultaneously, (b) staying within the experi-
ential categories that are provided by his/her religious tradition. Through such
a journey, the participant is able to exist in a liminal space between the ritual
world and the outside world. This in-between character, in turn, enables trans-
formations of various kinds. Instead of seeing this phenomenon as a case of
“imaginative identification” (in which the imaginer metaphysically becomes
his/her imagined alternative self), I consider this to be the result of a constant
interaction between imaginings and beliefs. That is, even if experiential imag-
ination allows us to explore alternative ritual identities, we are generally well
aware of the distinction between what is “real” in the outside world (according
to our beliefs) and what is imagined. This, in turn, is consistent with the posi-
tion of interactivism.

In the case of thought experiments, they consist of narrated imaginary sce-
narios that allow a subject to experiment in his/her mind what might happen
if the scenario were to occur in reality. However, there is no consensus among
philosophers about what kind of imagination is operative in this procedure. In
this dissertation, I distinguish between three contemporary proposals. Accord-
ing to the imagistic approach, thought experimentation is a procedure that is
primarily enabled by sensory (visual) imagining. The propositional approach,
by contrast, holds that we can imagine the narrated scenario without the pres-
ence of mental imagery. According to the experiential approach, thought ex-
perimenting involves a recreation of experiential perspectives. Instead of pro-
moting any one of these views, I consider it more accurate to say that these
categories apply to different types of thought experiment. Even so, I give par-
ticular attention to scientific thought experiments that make use of experiential
imagination. While imagination as a whole is typically associated with the
operations of a subjective mind, this aspect becomes even more explicit in
experiential imagination. That is, since this kind of imagination is constituted
by the recreation of a certain subjective standpoint, it contradicts the idea of
an objective “view from nowhere.”
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When discussing the epistemic role of scientific and religious thought ex-
periments, I propose that the epistemic state of understanding fits particularly
well with the thought-experimenting procedure. I motivate this claim by re-
ferring to thought experiment’s ability to prompt us to do cognitive work of
our own (which I associate with the concept of “cognitive control”) rather than
giving us isolated pieces of information. This is consistent with the epistemic
state of understanding, I argue, since it requires that — in order to understand
a subject matter or state of affairs — we “grasp” its relevant relationships (how
its pieces fit together, and what role each one plays in the context of the
whole).

Regarding the religious equivalent to scientific though experiments, I
choose to refer to them as “religious” rather than as “theological.” I motivate
this choice by arguing that this term allows a broader spectrum of narratives
to be associated with thought-experimenting qualities. In light of this decision,
I distinguish between narratives that that are given a thought-experimenting
function in retrospect (RTE') and narratives that, on the contrary, were de-
signed to have “thought-experimenting qualities” (RTE?). In the group of
thought experiments that involve experiential imagination, I count stories that
allow us to relive, identify with, or merely reflect upon the experiences of
significant figures of our own spiritual tradition.

As a result of my examination, I conclude that imagination contributes to
scientific and religious intelligibility by fulfilling distinct epistemic, creative,
and meaning-making functions for each discourse. In view of this study, I sug-
gest, furthermore, that imagination should be conceptualized as a heterogene-
ous mental capacity that involves a variety of imaginings that display certain
phenomenological variations. The common denominator, however, is their
truth-independence. As a result of this characteristic trait, they are able to rep-
resent a state of affairs without any requirement on the imaging agent’s part
that s/he consider, wish, or expect that the imagined state of affairs is actually
the case. This capacity creates, in turn, a basis for my claim that imagination
isn’t reducible to other mental states. Thus the functional argument against
such a reduction is that imagination is able to do certain operations that truth-
normed mental states (such as belief) are incapable of doing.

One way in which this dissertation might influence our understanding of
science and religion is that it points to certain similarities in how each of these
discourses make use of imagination. As an example I point out that both dis-
courses entail a dynamic between interpretative frames and aspect perception.
Instead of connecting it to the distinct aims of either discourse, I argue that
this kind cognitive flexibility, at its deepest level, is founded on a shared hu-
man disposition that transcends disciplinary boundaries.

At the same time, it is necessary to take into account the different aims of
science and religion. For this reason, I relate my discussion to John Cotting-
ham’s distinction between the “epistemology of reception” and the “episte-
mology of control.” Whereas Cottingham connects the former with religious
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beliefs and transformative vision, he relates the latter to the detached and ob-
jective standpoint that science typically favours. Even so, I argue in this dis-
sertation that one can acknowledge the different aims of science and religion
while, at the same time, recognizing certain resemblances in how imagination
is used in both areas. However, as a first step, it is necessary to acknowledge
that, in fact, imagination is operative and influential in religion as well as in
science. That is, while the received view has been that religious practices are
more “imaginative” than scientific ones, the suggestion of this dissertation is
that imagination is an essential component in both endeavors.
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